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ABSTRACT
The Squeaky Wheel Gets the Oil?
On the Interpersonal Effects of Boredom Expression
by
Manuel Francisco Gonzalez

Advisor: Dr. Yochi Cohen-Charash

I explored how people react to employees who express boredom at work. I consider boredom
expression as a social signal that the current situation does not adequately stimulate the
expresser. The expression may then propel others to help stimulate the expresser, depending
partly on others’ initial appraisals and reactions to the expression, and on the surrounding
context. In Study 1, using qualitative surveys, I uncovered various affective, cognitive, and
behavioral reactions to employees who expressed boredom. In Study 2, using experimental
vignettes, I manipulated the emotion expressed by a “subordinate” (boredom, enthusiasm, or no
emotion) and the manager’s beliefs about the task at hand (as interesting, boring, or neither) to
examine managers’ emotions (anger, guilt), cognitions (inferences about the expresser’s job
apathy), and behaviors (punishment, individualized consideration) following subordinates’
emotional expressions. I found that relative to other emotion expressions, boredom expressions
led to greater anger, guilt, and inferences of job apathy. Expressions of boredom and enthusiasm
both led to stronger desires to punish the expresser, relative to no expression. Lastly, boredom
expressions indirectly led to more punishment and less individualized consideration toward the
expresser via inferences of the expresser’s job apathy. My dissertation thus illuminates how
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expressions of boredom influence reactions to bored employee in favorable or unfavorable ways
for the expresser and the organization.
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The Squeaky Wheel Gets the Oil? On the Interpersonal Effects of Boredom Expression
Overview
Boredom is inevitable. It occurs in many life domains, such as leisure (Iso-Ahola &
Weissinger, 1987), education (Pekrun et al., 2010), romantic relationships (Harasymchuk &
Fehr, 2010), social interactions (Leary et al., 1986), and work (Mael & Jex, 2015). At risk of
sounding cliché, you may even become bored while reading this dissertation. Yet, despite its
prevalence (Chin et al., 2017), boredom has only recently gained traction in psychology and
management research (Baratta & Spence, 2018; Van Tilburg & Igou, 2017a). Several debates
have since emerged around boredom (for a review, see Ros Velasco, 2019), including (a) how to
define and measure boredom (e.g., Baratta & Spence, 2018), (b) what are the necessary and
sufficient causes of boredom (e.g., Eastwood et al., 2012; Elpidorou, in press; Westgate &
Wilson, 2018), and (c) whether boredom can be functional for the bored individual (e.g.,
Elpidorou, 2018; van Tilburg & Igou, 2019) and for organizations (e.g., Fisher, 2018).
Debates around the functionality of boredom emerged in response to the traditional view
of boredom as a socially devalued emotion (Darden & Marks, 1999) that mainly has negative
consequences for the bored individual and others. For instance, clinicians treat frequent boredom
as a pathological disorder that should be remedied (Antón & Ros Velasco, 2019).1 Akin to the
fundamental attribution error (Gilbert & Jones, 1986) – in which people often attribute others’
behaviors to the internal characteristics of the individual, rather than to the situation – societal
norms exist in which people blame bored individuals for not adjusting to their environment,
rather than considering whether boredom was caused by the situation or context (Gemmill, 1989;
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It is currently unclear whether clinicians who discuss boredom as a pathological disorder primarily consider
boredom as a personality trait (Farmer & Sundberg, 1986; Zuckerman, 1979), or if they also consider boredom as a
chronic state (Iso-Ahola & Weissinger, 1987; Leary et al., 1986; Lee, 1986). In my dissertation, I focus on boredom
as a discrete emotion, that is, as transitory and thus more feasible for individuals and organizations to act upon.
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Gemmill & Oakley, 1992). Organizational researchers also discuss boredom as a problem to
prevent or reduce (e.g., Mael & Jex, 2015), or treat boredom as a “negative pattern of wellbeing” (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2014, p. 316). As such, boredom has developed a bad reputation,
so to speak, and employees who experience boredom often hide it from others to avoid the
negative connotations associated with feeling bored (Argyris, 1990; Gemmill & Oakley, 1992).
In my dissertation, I argue that boredom is not necessarily dysfunctional, and that
expressing boredom at work can sometimes lead to favorable outcomes for the bored individual.
Expressing boredom signals to others that the current situation is inadequately stimulating for the
bored individual and that the bored individual wants the situation to change in a way that
provides adequate stimulation (e.g., through new, different, or more stimulating activity).
Whether this desire for adequate stimulation is fulfilled, partly depends on how others appraise
(i.e., cognitively evaluate; Lazarus, 1991a) and react to the boredom expression (for example,
appraising the expression as rude and thus avoiding the bored individual), and depends on the
situation in which boredom is expressed (for example, whether others are also bored, which
makes the expression perceivably justified). My goal was thus to examine how people react
when they observe other employees who express boredom at work, and what factors influence
their reactions.
With this goal in mind, I conducted two studies. In Study 1, I administered open-ended
surveys to identify the various ways in which managers and non-managers alike may react
toward employees who express boredom at work. In Study 2, I focused on the managerial
context and experimentally examined (a) different managerial reactions to subordinates who
express boredom, (b) the affective and inferential processes that mediate these reactions, and (c)
whether the manager’s beliefs about the subordinate’s current task (i.e., as interesting, boring, or
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neither) moderate these effects. Collectively, these studies may shift the way researchers and
non-researchers think of boredom, its expression, and its functionality. Specifically, my findings
may reveal benefits of expressing boredom for employees and organizations alike, indicating that
(under the appropriate conditions) boredom may be potentially adaptive for employees to
express. Organizations may not always be able to (nor may they necessarily need to) reduce the
prevalence of boredom at work, and they may be able to better identify ways to manage
employees by allowing them to express boredom at work. Furthermore, by identifying various
ways in which people react to expressions of boredom, my research may serve as the theoretical
foundation for future research on boredom expression in the workplace.
Organization of the Paper
I structured this paper using the process model in Figure 1, which incorporates theories of
appraisal and emotion (Frijda et al., 1989; Lazarus, 1991b; Moors et al., 2013), emotion
regulation (Gross, 1998), and emotion expression (Hess & Hareli, 2017; Van Kleef, 2009). The
model depicts a process in which (1) a person appraises the environment in a way that causes
boredom, (2) which the person then expresses. Then, (3) others in the environment may perceive
the bored individual’s emotion expression, and, in turn, (4) engage in various affective,
cognitive, and behavioral reactions toward the bored person. Lastly, (5) these reactions may have
various implications for the expresser, the observer, and/or the organization. Each of these stages
are also influenced by the broader context (e.g., characteristics of the situation, the person
expressing boredom, those perceiving the expression). For example, depending on the situation,
the bored individual may regulate their emotions in other ways than expressing it, such as by
suppressing (i.e., hiding) their emotions (Butler et al., 2003). As another example, even if the
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emotion is expressed, others may not perceive the expression accurately (see Prkachin et al.,
2009, for an example with alexithymia).
My research question pertains to the last stage of the model (i.e., perceiving the
individual as expressing boredom and reacting to this perception). As such, I will examine my
research question from the perspective of the person who perceives the expression of boredom
(i.e., the observer), rather than the person who expresses boredom (i.e., the expresser). In what
follows, I will first discuss how boredom is experienced, and what function the experience of
boredom serves. Next, I will discuss boredom regulation, and then focus on the expression of
boredom as a regulatory strategy. Lastly, I will review research on emotion expression as social
influence and describe how and under what conditions expressions of boredom may lead others
to react in different ways toward the bored individual.
Experiencing Boredom
Boredom is a hedonically-unpleasant and transient emotion that occurs when one fails to
adequately engage with their environment (Eastwood et al., 2012). Cognitively, boredom
involves attention lapses, mind-wandering, perceptions of slowed time (Fahlman et al., 2013;
Pekrun et al., 2010), and perceptions that the current situation lacks purpose (van Tilburg &
Igou, 2012). While most research indicates that boredom involves low levels of physiological
arousal (e.g., sleepiness), others have found that people can experience boredom with high
arousal (e.g., restlessness; for further discussion, see Danckert et al., 2018), which could
represent instances in which boredom co-occurs with other emotions that have higher arousal
levels (e.g., anxiety, frustration).
Causes of Boredom. Boredom occurs when people feel unable to adequately engage
with their environment (Eastwood & Gorelik, 2019), such as when they appraise the situation as
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having low instrumentality to their currently salient goals (i.e., the situation does not sufficiently
facilitate goal pursuit or does so at too slow of a rate; van Tilburg & Igou, 2019), and thus as
obstructing the bored individual’s goal pursuits. People’s goals vary across situations, persons,
and time, and what is instrumental to one’s current goals will depend on these various contextual
factors (Barbalet, 1990). Therefore, what causes boredom for one person may not necessarily
cause boredom for another or may not cause boredom for the same person in a different context.
Boredom can also occur when one’s available cognitive resources do not match the
demands of the situation (Westgate & Wilson, 2018). For instance, the situation may demand
fewer cognitive resources than the bored individual has available (Phillips, 2008), such as when a
task is highly repetitive or simple, and therefore requires minimal cognitive processing (Fisher,
1998). Boredom may also occur when the situation demands more resources than the individual
has available (Loukidou et al., 2009; Pekrun et al., 2010; Westgate & Wilson, 2018). Research in
the ergonomics domain also suggests that, independent of the actual or perceived demand of the
task (Alikonis et al., 2002; Hitchcock et al., 1999), boredom can occur simply due to habituation
(for a review, see Cummings et al., 2016). In other words, after performing a task over a
sustained period, the task loses its novelty and boredom occurs out of a desire for something new
(Bench & Lench, 2019). For example, a PhD student may grow bored after several hours of
writing their dissertation.2 In this example, despite completion of the dissertation being highly
relevant to their goal of graduating, boredom could occur because the student has dedicated
several hours to the task and desires to switch to something new. In other words, a new goal may
have become salient (e.g., doing something different) or the student may have grown tired and

2

The author makes no claims of drawing from personal experience to create this example.
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felt they could not, at that point, make further satisfactory progress toward their goal of
graduating (i.e., low instrumentality), and became bored as a result.
The common denominator across these various causes of boredom is that the individual
feels unable to sufficiently engage with their environment, either because they cannot
cognitively engage (that is, the situation requires fewer or more cognitive resources than the
person has) or because they are not motivated to engage (that is, the situation goes against their
salient goals; Elpidorou, in press).
Functionality and Motivational Properties of Boredom. Like other emotions, boredom
can be functional in that it motivates people to maintain or change their situation to attain
adaptive benefits (Keltner & Haidt, 2001). Boredom signals to the self that one is unable to
engage with the environment to a satisfactory level, which promotes the pursuit of different or
additional sources of stimulation (Elpidorou, 2018). This signal occurs as aversive feelings of
nonoptimal arousal (Mikulas & Vodanovich, 1993) and frustration at one’s inability to find
satisfying activity (Eastwood & Gorelik, 2019). Evolutionarily, boredom may have alerted early
humans to diminishing resources from their immediate environment, thus facilitating exploration
of new environments (Danckert, 2019). Boredom thus propels people away from situations or
activities that no longer provide benefits, and toward alternative, more stimulating or rewarding
activities. Lastly, given research that boredom can increase creativity due to mind-wandering
(Mann & Cadman, 2014; Park et al., 2019), boredom may have also influenced societal
evolution. As divisions of labor increased and as work roles became narrower over time,
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boredom may have enabled people to generate innovative ideas that gave way to new societal
developments (Kierkegaard, 1852).3,4
Regulating Boredom
Despite its potentially sedate nature, research shows that boredom facilitates the pursuit
of stimulation. People will do much to avoid boredom, and will even shock themselves, rather
than feel bored (Wilson et al., 2014). Like other hedonically-unpleasant emotions (Lindebaum &
Jordan, 2012, 2014), most boredom research has focused on socially undesirable outcomes, such
as drinking and drug use (Harris, 2000), pathological gambling (Blaszczynski et al., 1990), and
counterproductive work behaviors (e.g., horseplay, theft; Bauer & Spector, 2015; Bruursema et
al., 2011). However, people also regulate boredom in socially desirable ways. For example, Van
Tilburg and Igou (2017b) found that bored individuals had stronger intentions to donate to
charity than non-bored individuals. While more research is needed here, the evidence
collectively suggests that people often regulate boredom in ways that facilitate acquiring or
increasing stimulation for themselves.
Expressing boredom. Researchers have yet to explore another form of regulating
boredom: by expressing it. Emotion expressions refer to any process by which an individual
(intentionally or unintentionally) outwardly shows emotion (e.g., Hess & Thibault, 2009). People
can express boredom in many ways. The most obvious way to express boredom is verbally. For
example, imagine working with a colleague on a task and hearing them declare: “I’m so bored!”
There are also several nonverbal indicators of boredom (see Figure 2 for examples). Bored
people typically slump their upper body, and tilt their heads back somewhat (Wallbott, 1998).

3

I am grateful to Dr. Arik Cheshin for suggesting this possibility of the socio-evolutionary influence of boredom.
Following a similar line of logic, boredom may also allow employees to approach their jobs in new ways, such as
through job crafting, which could enable employees to (a) alleviate their own boredom by changing how they enact
their roles at work, and (b) contribute new and innovative ideas to their organizations.
4
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They often gaze away from the source of boredom – indicating distraction, mind-wandering, or
disinterest (Kroes, 2005) – their eye lids tend to droop slightly, and they tend to tense their
buccinators muscle (i.e., the muscle below the cheek bone that holds the cheek to the teeth;
Scherer & Ellgring, 2007). Bored people often exhibit infrequent body movement (Wallbott,
1998), punctuated by sudden, pronounced movements, indicating discomfort (Kroes, 2005).
Lastly, bored people may exhibit fatigue, such as by yawning (Kroes, 2005). Notably, several of
these expression mechanisms (e.g., yawning) could also serves as outcomes of boredom.
Nevertheless, these various indicators can be interpreted by others as signaling that an individual
is experiencing boredom.5 While there is some evidence of how people express boredom, to my
knowledge there is currently no research regarding what function (personal, social, or otherwise)
the expression of boredom serves.
Function of Expressing Boredom. Emotions – both experienced and expressed – serve
an informational function. People can use their own emotions to glean information about their
environment, such as whether something is wrong (e.g., Forgas & Eich, 2013; Schwarz, 1990).
People’s emotions can also provide heuristic cues by which to judge or evaluate stimuli
(Schwarz, 1990; Schwarz & Clore, 1988), such that people judge stimuli more positively or
negatively when they feel hedonically-pleasant or hedonically-unpleasant emotions, respectively.
Whereas experienced emotions convey information to the self, expressed emotions
convey information to other people (Hareli & Hess, 2012). Scholars as early as Charles Darwin
(1872/1965) considered emotion expression as a way to communicate with and influence those

5

There may be additional ways to express boredom that could be suggested on the basis of logic, but have not yet
been empirically examined. For instance, a manager may find an employee disengaging from their work (e.g., by
avoiding the boring task, or by engaging in cyberloafing), and infer that the employee became bored. While the
current research will allow me to identify additional ways in which boredom is expressed, additional research is
needed to more fully outline the various ways in which boredom is expressed.
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who witness the expression (Hess & Thibault, 2009; Tiedens, 2001; Van Kleef, 2009). As
examples, sharing one’s emotions can strengthen social bonds with others (Rime, 2007), and
crying can motivate others to provide social support (Zickfield et al., in press).
The expression of boredom may similarly serve a communicative role, and may even be
beneficial for employees and organizations at times. Bench and Lench (2013) argued, albeit
briefly, that boredom expression signals to others that the situation is not adequately stimulating
and that change is needed in order for the expresser to attain adequate stimulation. In doing so,
people who express boredom may (intentionally or unintentionally) encourage others to help
them achieve adequate stimulation. However, as Gemmill and Oakley (1992) argued,
organizational norms often discourage the expression of boredom and drive people to suppress or
hide their boredom from others.
It is unclear why these norms may have emerged in organizations. One possibility is that,
like other hedonically-unpleasant emotions (Lindebaum & Jordan, 2014), boredom is presumed
to solely have destructive consequences, even though recent research suggests this is not the
case. Another possibility, albeit conjecture, stems from what I consider to be a “cult of
engagement” in the organizational sciences. That is, many researchers and practitioners
emphasize the importance of employee engagement (Bakker et al., 2014), which is a
psychological state characterized by high levels of absorption in one’s work, as well as high
levels of effort and persistence toward tasks (Rich et al., 2010). Indeed, a simple Google search
for “employee engagement consulting” yields pages of consulting firms and internal roles
focused on maximizing workplace engagement. Because of the perceived importance of
engagement, organizations may associate boredom, which is negatively related to engagement
(Reijseger et al., 2013), as something negative to be prevented.

9

While empirical evidence is lacking in this area, anecdotal evidence indicates that
employees may feel pressure to hide their boredom. For example, in preliminary interviews I
conducted about boredom at work, multiple participants described feeling pressure to avoid
appearing bored, even when there were no tasks to be completed. As a result, these participants
dealt with their boredom covertly. One participant played games and took personal development
classes on his work computer, so that he could appear engaged despite doing activities that were
job-irrelevant. Another participant booked conference rooms when she was bored so she could
pass the time by napping or watching television shows on her computer.
One might discount the above examples as reflecting “uncommitted” employees.
However, as Gemmill and Oakley (1992) argue, boredom can sometimes reflect systemic
organizational issues that prevent employees from effectively engaging in their work. Returning
to the two participants described earlier, one participant described his company as having an
“archaic” culture that required employees to be physically present at the office during traditional
working hours (i.e., 9am – 5pm), even though much of the work could be completed remotely
and within the first few hours of the day. The second participant described approaching her
supervisor to request more work but her requests were ignored. To be clear, I am not asserting
that every instance of employee boredom reflects a systemic issue with the organization.
However, anecdotal evidence suggests that organizations could glean meaningful insights about
their practices by attending to employee boredom. It may therefore be worth changing these
norms against expressing boredom at work, given that such expressions could inform employers
about the effectiveness of their practices.
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Detecting Boredom
Now, I will transition from the perspective of the person expressing boredom (i.e., the
“expresser”) to the perspective of the person observing the expression (i.e., the “observer”). Even
if boredom is expressed by the bored individual, its social-communicative function can only be
fulfilled if boredom is also detected by another.
While certain emotion expressions may be universally perceived as reflecting specific
emotions (Ekman, 1965), evidence also suggests that observers simultaneously rely on several
expressive cues to detect emotion(s) (Feldman Barrett et al., 2011). For example, whereas
drooped eyelids can signify either boredom or sadness (Scherer & Ellgring, 2007), observers
should be more likely to detect boredom if additional cues are available, such as yawning or
tension in the cheeks (Kroes, 2005; Scherer & Ellgring, 2007). Furthermore, like other emotions,
the extent to which an observer will detect boredom versus a different (or no) emotion depends
on the context, such as what is happening in the situation, the observer’s current physical or
psychological state, or broader cultural norms (Feldman Barrett et al., 2011).
Once boredom is detected, an observer may react toward the expresser in various ways.
However, to the best of my knowledge, researchers have not examined what these reactions may
be, in general or at work, nor what underlying mechanisms determine when different reactions
will occur. Understanding these reactions may allow researchers to gain insight into how
boredom is regulated interpersonally, and may enable managers to identify and act upon
employee expressions of boredom in ways that are beneficial to both employees and
organizations. I will therefore (a) offer research questions regarding affective, cognitive, and
behavioral reactions to boredom expressions at work, in general (i.e., beyond a specific work
context), and (b) formulate hypotheses focusing on the managerial context, in which the
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subordinate expresses boredom to the manager. I will examine my research questions in Study 1,
thus allowing me to identify the scope of ways that people react to boredom expressions at work
(see Figure 3). I will test my hypotheses in Study 2, which will allow me to do a deeper dive into
the effects of boredom expression within a specific context (see Figure 4).
Context for Hypotheses. People’s reactions to emotion expressions vary across contexts,
including characteristics of the observer (e.g., their pre-existing knowledge; Hess & Hareli,
2017), the expresser (e.g., gender; Brosi et al., 2016), the situation (e.g., emotion display rules;
Hochschild, 1979), and more. Therefore, I hypothesized about boredom expression specifically
in the managerial context. First, research suggests that emotion expressions can influence
leadership processes. Researchers have examined leader emotion expressions toward
subordinates (e.g., Sy et al., 2005; van Kleef et al., 2009; Visser et al., 2013), whereas here I
offer a novel perspective by examining subordinate emotion expressions toward leaders. Second,
and most importantly, managers often have discretion in how to behave toward their employees,
such as by offering performance incentives, taking punitive action for ineffective performance,
and delegating work (Mintzberg, 1975). Comparatively, coworkers and subordinates have less
authority to behave in different ways toward bored employees, and may exhibit a narrower range
of behaviors such as offering emotional support or not engaging the bored individual at all.
Therefore, I can examine a broader array of behavioral reactions to expressions of boredom in
the managerial context.
For my hypotheses, I will contrast how managers react to expressions of boredom against
(a) the absence of boredom expression (i.e., the subordinate does not express boredom), and (b)
expressions of enthusiasm, which is a conceptually opposite emotion that feels hedonically-
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pleasant and occurs when events are appraised as favorable and as potentially facilitating one’s
personal goals (Ohly & Schmitt, in press).
Reacting to Another’s Boredom
I drew from emotions-as-social-information (EASI) theory (Van Kleef, 2009; Van Kleef
et al., 2012), to understand how observers may react toward an employee who they perceive as
bored (both in general and in the managerial context). According to EASI theory, emotion
expressions influence observers’ behaviors toward the expresser and the situation via two
mediating pathways. In the affective pathway, the emotion expression evokes immediate
affective reactions from the observer. In the inferential pathway, the emotion expression
influences what inferences the observer makes about the expresser and the situation. These
pathways are theoretically distinct from each other, yet may also bidirectionally influence one
another (van Kleef, 2014; Figure 3, Linkage E). For example, an observer’s inferences can serve
as a cognitive appraisal that leads to subsequent emotions. Conversely, an observers’ emotions
can guide their attention to specific aspects of the emotion expression or the situation (e.g.,
Forgas & Eich, 2013) and shape the inferences one makes about the expression.
The remaining discussion is organized based on the theoretical model presented in Figure
3. I will first discuss what affective reactions may occur in response to boredom expressions (i.e.,
the affective pathway, Linkage A), and what inferences boredom expressions might lead
observers to make (i.e., the inferential pathway, Linkage B). I will then discuss how observers’
affective reactions and inferences may subsequently influence their behavior (Linkages C & D).
In each section (i.e., affective reactions, inferences, behavior), I will first discuss what boredom
expressions may generally lead to in the workplace (Study 1), and then I will focus specifically
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on the managerial context (Study 2). Throughout, I will also discuss the moderating effects of
the manager’s pre-existing beliefs about the expresser’s current tasks, which I introduce shortly.
Affective Reactions to Boredom Expressions
In the affective pathway (Figure 3, Linkage A), emotion expressions can elicit emotional
responses in observers which, in turn, influence their attitudes and behaviors (van Kleef, 2014).
Observers may feel different emotions depending on how they appraise the emotion expression
(Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Lazarus, 1991b). For example, a negotiator may express anger, which
the opponent can appraise as either threatening or offensive, in turn evoking fear (van Kleef et
al., 2004a) or reciprocal feelings of anger in the opponent (Friedman et al., 2004; Van Kleef et
al., 2004b), respectively. Emotion expressions can also influence observers’ emotions through
emotional contagion, in which observers subconsciously mimic the expressed emotion and, in
turn, infer that they feel similar emotions as the expresser (Barsade, 2002; Hatfield et al., 1993).
Likewise, boredom expressions could lead to several possible affective reactions,
depending on how the observer appraises the expression. For instance, Gilliam (2013) compared
the experience of boredom to that of pain. This may lead an observer who perceives an
individual as bored to feel pity toward them for experiencing this painful state, particularly if
boredom was perceivably caused by external, uncontrollable factors (Dijker, 2001; Weiner,
1980). Observers who perceive an employee as feeling bored could also experience reciprocal
feelings of boredom due to emotional contagion (Barsade, 2002; Hatfield et al., 1993), such as
by mimicking the bored employee’s posture or facial expression. I recognize, however, that
additional affective reactions to boredom expression may exist, such as schadenfreude or
empathy. Therefore, I offer the following research question, which I examined in Study 1:
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Research Question 1: What are the various affective reactions that expressions of
boredom may lead to in the workplace?
Anger and Guilt. I will now focus more specifically on the managerial context. While
managers may experience various emotions toward subordinates who express boredom, I suggest
that anger and guilt are among the most prominent of these emotional reactions. Anger is a
hedonically-unpleasant emotion that is caused by a perceived offense (Harmon-Jones &
Harmon-Jones, 2007). Managers could feel anger by appraising the expression of boredom as
rude or offensive, given that boredom is not socially valued (Darden & Marks, 1999) and its
expression at work is counter-normative (Gemmill & Oakley, 1992). Managers may also feel
anger by perceiving subordinates who express boredom as unmotivated, and thus indirectly
blocking the managers’ performance goals (Berkowitz, 1993; Lazarus, 1991b). Lastly,
expressions of boredom could cause anger by signaling that the manager is ineffective, thus
threatening the manager’s work identity. Conversely, managers may not perceive such a
performance impediment or feel identity threat if they perceive the employee as not bored or as
enthusiastic. Managers could even perceive enthusiasm as a sign of motivation, which could
potentially facilitate performance and enhance managers’ work identities.
Guilt is a hedonically-unpleasant emotion that occurs after a negative self-evaluation that
is attributed to one’s own behavior (Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Tracy & Robins, 2006). In
interpersonal situations, people can feel guilt when they regret transgressing upon another
(Baumeister et al., 1994; McGraw, 1987; Tangney & Dearing, 2002). Managers could equate
causing a subordinate to feel bored with causing discomfort, especially given that managers are
often responsible for assigning tasks and maintaining employee motivation. Even if a task is job
relevant, managers can still recognize when a task is unpleasant (e.g., Margolis & Molinsky,
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2008). For example, a supervisor at a police department might feel guilty when assigning
mundane – albeit necessary – paperwork to a subordinate officer. Conversely, managers may not
feel guilty if the subordinate does not appear bored or appears enthusiastic, both of which may
indicate that the employee is not experiencing discomfort and, particularly for enthusiasm, the
employee might even enjoy what they are doing. Altogether, I hypothesize the following, which
I examined in Study 2 (see Figure 4):
Hypothesis 1: Relative to when boredom is not expressed or when enthusiasm is
expressed, expressions of boredom from a subordinate will lead managers to feel higher levels of
(a) anger and (b) guilt.
Managers’ Task Beliefs Moderate the Effects of Boredom Expression on Affective
Reactions. The context should influence whether a manager reacts to the expression of boredom
with anger or guilt. People’s pre-existing knowledge or beliefs are one such contextual factor
that can influence these reactions (Hess et al., 2020; Hess & Hareli, 2017). Pre-existing
knowledge and beliefs differ conceptually from the types of inferences that an observer may
draw from the emotion expression in situ, the latter of which I will discuss later. Specifically,
pre-existing beliefs provide a frame through which observers can appraise emotion expressions.
For example, if a student expresses anger in response to a low exam grade, the instructor might
feel guilt or pity if they believed the exam was difficult or knew that the student typically
performed well. Conversely, the instructor might feel anger or contempt if they believed the
exam was easy or knew that the student typically skipped class. As I will argue, pre-existing
beliefs may thus shape (a) whether the observer perceives the emotion expression as appropriate
or inappropriate, (b) the observer’s expectations about how the employee will behave, and (c)
attributions that the observer makes about the employee. In the current research, I examined the
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manager’s pre-existing beliefs about the specific task in which the emotion expression occurred.
Specifically, I examined whether the extent to which subordinate expressions of boredom lead to
anger and/or guilt depends on whether the manager believes that the specific task is interesting,
boring, or neither interesting nor boring.
The manager’s pre-existing beliefs about the task should influence whether the
subordinate is perceivably justified to express boredom. Expressed emotions are typically
perceived as more justified and appropriate when they are aligned (rather than misaligned) with
situational norms and expectations, such as those based on beliefs about the task (Cheshin, 2020;
Shields, 2005; van Kleef, 2014). When a subordinate expresses boredom in response to a task
that a manager believes is interesting, the manager may perceive the expression as violating
norms and expectations about behavior, relative to when boredom is not expressed or when
enthusiasm is expressed, or when the manager believes the task is boring. As a result, the
manager may more strongly perceive the expression of boredom as inappropriate, which may
evoke greater anger in the manager.
Conversely, when a subordinate expresses boredom in response to a task that the manager
believes is boring, the manager should more strongly feel guilt, because the subordinate is less
likely to be blamed for feeling bored. Drawing from attribution theory (Weiner, 1985, 2014), in
this situation, the manager may search for other possible causes of boredom, such as the
subordinate’s specific task. Managers should then more strongly feel guilt, because they have
attributed the subordinate’s boredom to external factors beyond the subordinate’s control, and
because the manager may be partly to blame for the boredom, as the one who is responsible for
assigning tasks (Tracy & Robins, 2006). Thus, I hypothesize the following, which I examined in
Study 2:
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Hypothesis 2a: Boredom expressions (relative to no expression or enthusiasm expression)
will more strongly lead managers to feel anger when the manager believes the employee’s task is
interesting (relative to boring or neither interesting nor boring).
Hypothesis 2b: Boredom expressions (relative to no expression or enthusiasm expression)
will more strongly lead managers to feel guilt when the manager believes the employee’s task is
boring (relative to interesting or neither interesting nor boring).
Inferential Processes Following Boredom Expressions
The inferential pathway (Figure 3, Linkage B), comprises the various inferences that
observers may make about people who express boredom. First, observers can make inferences
about how the expresser appraised the situation (van Doorn et al., 2015), which in the case of
boredom would be that the expresser feels inadequately stimulated by the situation (Bench &
Lench, 2013). Observers might apply these inferences to different aspects of the situation, such
as the job (e.g., the expresser is uninterested in their job), or the specific task (e.g., the task is
uninteresting, or overly-simple or -complex for the expresser). Thus, the expression of boredom
could signal misfit between the expresser and the work environment (e.g., the job, the
organization, the task).
Second, observers can make inferences about the expresser’s goals and behavioral
intentions (Fridlund, 1991, 1994). Bored individuals typically desire new, different, or additional
sources of stimulation, and want to distance themselves from the boring stimulus (e.g., Bench &
Lench, 2019; Danckert, 2019; van Tilburg & Igou, 2019). Depending on the perceived cause of
the expresser’s boredom, the observer may infer that the expresser wants to leave the
organization or wants to receive a different task, for example.
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Third, while the observer can make inferences about the expresser, they can also make
inferences about the situation. When the situation is ambiguous or when there is limited
information about it, observers may rely on emotion expressions from others to determine how
interesting or boring a situation is (or will be). As a simplified example, imagine attending a
lecture on a topic outside of one’s area of expertise. If other audience members appear bored, one
might infer that the lecture is uninteresting.6 Based on the above, I offer the following research
question, which I examined in Study 1:
Research Question 2: What are the various inferences that observers can make following
expressions of boredom in the workplace?
Inferences of Job Apathy. In the managerial context, I examined inferences about the
expresser’s job apathy. Job apathy is a relatively enduring psychological state characterized by
“diminished motivation and affect toward one’s job” (Schmidt et al., 2017, p. 486), and thus
inferences of job apathy reflect the extent to which someone else is perceived as experiencing
this relatively enduring state. Managers may (sometimes erroneously) attribute their employees’
boredom to a general lack of motivation or interest in the job from the employee. In other words,
the manager may feel that the problem is with the employee, rather than other aspects of the
situation, such as the tasks or the manager. Indeed, people often make fundamental attribution
errors, in which they attribute others’ behaviors internally to characteristics of the individual
(e.g., personality, ability, motivations), rather than externally to the situation (e.g., one's tasks;
Gilbert & Jones, 1986). Likewise with boredom, Gemmill and Oakley (1992) noted that
employers tend to blame employees for feeling bored, rather than the situation or organization.
Conversely, managers should infer lower levels of job apathy about perceivably enthusiastic or

Whether such an inference occurs may depend on other contextual factors, such as one’s relationship to the
lecturer, the relevance of the topic to one’s future work, or one’s attributions for why others are bored.
6
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non-bored employees. Therefore, I hypothesize the following, which I examined in Study 2 (see
Figure 4):
Hypothesis 3: Expressions of boredom will lead managers to infer higher levels of job
apathy about the employee, relative to when boredom is not expressed or when enthusiasm is
expressed.
Managers’ Task Beliefs Moderate the Effects of Boredom Expression on Inferential
Processes. Managers’ pre-existing beliefs about the tasks the subordinate performs should
influence managers’ causal attributions for why the subordinate experienced boredom. Research
suggests that people make internal attributions (in this case, inferences of job apathy) about
others less frequently when the situation provides an alternative explanation for the other’s
behavior (Gawronski, 2004). Managers should be more likely to infer job apathy about
employees who express boredom during a task that is believed to be interesting (i.e., the
expression contradicts the managers’ beliefs), because the task does not provide an alternative
explanation for the employee’s boredom (Kelley, 1973). Conversely, managers should be less
likely to infer job apathy about employees who express boredom during a task that is believed to
be boring (i.e., the expression corroborates the managers’ beliefs), because the task provides an
alternative explanation for the employee’s boredom. Therefore, I hypothesize the following,
which I will examine in Study 2:
Hypothesis 4: Boredom expressions (relative to no expression or enthusiasm expression)
will more strongly lead managers to make inferences of job apathy when the manager believes
the employee’s task is interesting (relative to boring or neither interesting nor boring).
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Boredom Expressions and Observer Behavior
Managers’ affective reactions and inferential processes should mediate the effects of
emotion expressions on observers’ behaviors (Figure 3, Linkage C). Affective reactions
influence behaviors through the elicited emotion’s action tendencies (i.e., motivational
properties; Lazarus, 1991a; e.g., conceding to an angry individual out of fear), or by using the
emotion to inform one’s attitudes about the expresser (e.g., Forgas & Eich, 2013; Schwarz,
1990). As an example regarding boredom expression, an observer who pities the expresser may
want to help the expresser by initiating conversation or by socializing (Betancourt, 1990). As
another example, through emotional contagion (Barsade, 2002), an observer who sees someone
express boredom might experience reciprocal boredom, which could cause the observer’s mind
to wander and potentially risk making mistakes due to lapsed attention (Eastwood et al., 2012;
Phillips, 2008).
Inferential processes should also shape the observer’s behavior toward the expresser
(Figure 3, Linkage D). For instance, observers might derogate a bored employee who they infer
dislikes the company. Alternatively, an observer might infer that a bored employee is simply
under- or over-stimulated at the moment and may subsequently try to help them re-engage with
their environment (Bench & Lench, 2013), which can be done in various ways. For example, a
coworker might help a bored employee find stimulating tasks to complete. As another example, a
manager might pause a boring meeting to allow for a break, which allows employees to
temporarily distance themselves from the boring meeting.
There are potentially many ways that observers might behave in response to boredom
expressions, beyond those described here. I thus offer the following research question, which I
examined in Study 1:
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Research Question 3: What are the various behavioral reactions that observers can
engage in following expressions of boredom in the workplace?
Managerial Behaviors. Turning now to the managerial context, leadership theories
propose many ways in which leaders can influence their subordinates (Yukl, 2012).7 These
various leadership theories were synthesized in the past two decades into the full-range
leadership theory (FRLT; Antonakis et al., 2003; Antonakis & House, 2014), which distills
leadership styles into thirteen dimensions. The FRLT illustrates many ways in which leaders
behave toward and influence their followers, such as through charisma, considering
subordinates’ needs, administering rewards and punishment, facilitating subordinates’ goal
pursuits, and engaging in political and strategic behavior (Antonakis et al., 2003). For brevity,
and because I will not examine every leadership style in the current research, I define these
various dimensions in Table 1.
I will focus on two classes of managerial behavior: (a) punishment and (b) individualized
consideration. Leadership scholars often treat punishment as a transactional leadership style
under the management-by-exception (MBE) dimension of the FRLT that focuses on responding
to and deterring failures to meet standards or expectations (Burns, 1978). However, research
shows that (a) punishments are not always contingent on performance (Podsakoff et al., 1982),
and, (b) while punishments often occur in response to perceivably undesirable behaviors (Sims,
1980), they can be motivated by intentions other than correcting or deterring undesirable
behavior (e.g., Pfattheicher et al., 2019). I thus conceptualize punishment more generally as any
act of administering an aversive event to another person. Individualized consideration is a type
of leadership behavior that involves attending to and supporting each subordinates’ needs,
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For simplicity, I use the term “leader” and “manager” synonymously. However, I acknowledge that scholars have
called to distinguish between both of these terms (e.g., Zaleznik, 1977).
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development, and self-actualization at work (Bass, 1985; Bass & Riggio, 2006). As will soon
become apparent, by examining punishment and individualized consideration, I can also examine
how boredom expression affects generally unfavorable or favorable outcomes for the expresser,
respectively. Note, however, that while I focus on punishment and individualized consideration,
other leadership styles and behaviors from the FRLT could occur in response to expressions of
boredom. For example, leaders might try to incentivize bored employees with contingent rewards
or inspire bored employees through idealized influence behaviors. Therefore, while I chose to
focus on punishment and individualized consideration, there very well may be additional
reactions that leaders can exhibit toward bored individuals.
Punishment. Punishment can include reprimands or eliminating/withholding rewards
(e.g., raises, bonuses, promotions; Sims & Szilagyi, 1975), among other types of deterrent
behavior. Punishments, like other forms of management-by-exception, can be either active or
passive, in which the leader takes corrective action either before or after the misbehavior has
occurred, respectively (Antonakis et al., 2003; Antonakis & House, 2014), although I collapse
across this distinction in the current research. Furthermore, punishments can occur for many
reasons. While people can enact punishment with the intention of correcting or deterring
behavior, people can also enact punishment for the purpose of retribution, in which one responds
to a perceived wrong by inflicting physical, psychological, or financial costs on the perpetrator
(e.g., Pfattheicher et al., 2019). Punishments can have deleterious effects on employees and
organizations (Sims, 1980), particularly if they are not contingent on performance (Podsakoff et
al., 1982). Given that boredom is often perceived as undesirable (Darden & Marks, 1999),
punishment may be a common response from managers toward bored employees.
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The extent to which a manager will punish a bored employee should depend on the
degree to which the expression of boredom evokes anger or guilt in the manager. Anger should
positively predict punishment of the subordinate, given that anger often predicts hostility and
aggression toward the perceived offender (Averill, 1982, 1983; Berkowitz, 1993; Fox & Spector,
1999). Punishment would then serve to eliminate the offense (i.e., the expression of boredom),
gain retribution, and deter future expressions of boredom. Conversely, guilt should negatively
predict punishment of the subordinate. Guilt often predicts attempts to undo or repair the harm
done to another (Amodio et al., 2007), which alleviates negative self-evaluations caused by
feeling responsible for the harm (Baumeister et al., 1994; Tracy & Robins, 2006). Managers who
feel guilt toward a bored subordinate should thus be less likely to punish the employee, given
that punishment would only cause further harm (which may foster more guilt).
Lastly, inferences of job apathy should influence whether a manager punishes a bored
employee. Job apathy reflects a generalized lack of motivation toward the job (i.e., the
employee’s is unmotivated by the job rather than just the task). Managers may thus use
punishment as a transactional way to motivate subordinates who they infer are apathetic (Burns,
1978). Furthermore, meta-analytic research suggests that managers have stronger punishment
intentions toward subordinates that attain unfavorable outcomes when the manager attributes the
outcome internally to the subordinate, rather than externally to the situation (Harvey et al., 2014).
Given that inferences of job apathy would involve such an internal attribution (i.e., blaming
boredom on the subordinate, rather than the situation), managers’ inferences of job apathy should
positively predict punishment of the subordinate. Altogether, I hypothesize the following, which
I examined in Study 2 (see Figure 4).
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Hypothesis 5: Managerial punitive behavior toward subordinates will be positively
predicted by (a) the manager’s anger at the employee and (b) the manager’s inferences of
employee job apathy, and (c) negatively predicted by the manager’s guilt about the employee’s
boredom.
I suggest that managers should be more likely to punish subordinates who express
boredom during tasks that are believed to be interesting, given that higher levels of anger and
inferences of job apathy should occur in these situations. Conversely, managers should be less
likely to punish subordinates who express boredom during tasks that are believed to be boring,
given that higher levels of guilt should occur in these situations. Therefore, I hypothesize the
following, which I examined in Study 2:
Hypothesis 6: The interactive effect of boredom expression and managerial beliefs about
the subordinate’s tasks on punitive behavior will be mediated by managerial (a) anger, (b) guilt,
and (c) inferences of job apathy.
Individualized Consideration. Individualized consideration manifests in various ways,
such as providing emotional or instrumental support, or offering career development
opportunities (Rafferty & Griffin, 2006). The individualized nature of this leadership style makes
it particularly important to the context of boredom, because what is experienced as boring will
vary across individuals (Barbalet, 1990). Leaders may provide individualized consideration by
stimulating the bored employee or changing the situation to fit the employee’s ability level (e.g.,
delegating either more or interesting work if the employee’s tasks are too simple, offering
training opportunities if the employee’s work is too challenging).
Like punishment, whether a manager gives individualized consideration to a bored
employee should depend on the degree to which the expression of boredom evokes anger or guilt
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in the manager. Anger should negatively predict individualized consideration toward the bored
employee, given that anger negatively predicts helping behavior toward the perceived offender
(in this case, the bored subordinate; e.g., Reisenzein, 1986). Instead, an angry manager may
withhold support from the employee, indirectly harming them by leaving them in an aversive,
bored state. Conversely, guilt should positively predict individualized consideration toward the
bored employee. Specifically, managers may try to make the subordinate’s work more
perceivably meaningful, which could repair the harm done from causing the subordinate to feel
bored (Baumeister et al., 1994).
Lastly, inferences of job apathy should influence whether a manager provides
individualized consideration toward the bored subordinate. Managers who infer that an employee
is apathetic about their job might be unwilling to help stimulate the employee, given that the
employee’s apathy may spillover to other job-related activities that the manager could offer
(Schmidt et al., 2017). Without such inferences of job apathy, boredom may signal to managers
that the employee merely desires adequate stimulation, which could propel managers to offer
individualized consideration to the employee by making their work more stimulating.
Conversely, if an employee expressed enthusiasm about a task, it may signal that the employee
enjoys their current task and that the manager can continue assigning similar tasks to the
employee (even if, say, the employee was feigning enthusiasm to appease the manager or to be
polite). Therefore, managers’ inferences of job apathy should negatively predict individualized
consideration toward the subordinate. Altogether, I hypothesize the following, which I examined
in Study 2 (see Figure 4).
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Hypothesis 7: Individualized consideration toward subordinates will be negatively
predicted by managerial (a) anger and (b) inferences of employee job apathy, and (c) positively
predicted by managerial guilt.
As with punishment, I synthesize the rationale above with my earlier discussion about
managers’ beliefs about the subordinate’s current tasks (i.e., as interesting or boring) to
hypothesize the following, which I examined in Study 2:
Hypothesis 8: The interactive effect of boredom expression and managerial beliefs on
individualized consideration will be mediated by managerial (a) anger, (b) guilt, and (c)
inferences of employee job apathy.
The Current Research
I examined my research questions and hypotheses in two studies. I examined Research
Questions 1, 2, and 3 in Study 1. Using a qualitative approach, I asked employed adults to recall
and describe a time at work in which they observed another person expressed boredom, which
allowed me to identify affective, cognitive, and behavioral reactions to expressions of boredom
at work. In Study 2, I examined Hypotheses 1-8 regarding managers’ reactions to boredom
expressions, and the moderating role of beliefs about the subordinate’s task as interesting,
boring, or neither. Using an experimental approach, participants read a vignette in which I
manipulated boredom expression and beliefs about the subordinate’s task. I then measured
participants’ affective, cognitive, and subsequent behavioral reactions toward the expresser.
Study 1 Method
In Study 1, I examined Research Questions 1-3, regarding what affective (RQ1),
cognitive (RQ2), and behavioral reactions (RQ3) can occur in response to boredom expressions
in the workplace. A qualitative approach was suitable for answering my research questions,
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given the lack of existing theory and research on boredom expression. Employed adults recalled
a time at work in which someone else expressed boredom. In other words, participants were the
observers in the situations they recalled. Data were subjected to thematic analysis procedures, as
outlined by Braun and Clarke (2006). To ensure replicability and transparency, in Table 2, I
describe how the procedure used met various transparency criteria (Aguinis & Solarino, 2019).
All procedures received Institutional Review Board approval.
Participants
I recruited 84 employed adults through Cint, an online survey panel company. To
participate, participants needed to confirm that they worked full-time in the US. I removed 29
questionable and/or irrelevant responses (e.g., responses that were blank, nonsensical, or
described a time when the participant was bored, rather than another employee). This yielded a
final sample of 55 participants (50.9% male, 81.8% Caucasian, Mage = 44.87 years) from diverse
occupations and industries (see Appendix A).
I collected data from two groups: (a) managers who described a situation where someone
they managed expressed boredom (n = 33), and (b) a broader sample where participants
described a situation at work where someone expressed boredom (n = 22). I used this recruitment
approach in case managers and non-managers differed in how they reacted toward bored
employees. For each group, data were collected in waves and reviewed until saturation was
achieved, when I determined that additional data would not yield new reactions to boredom
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expression (Fusch & Ness, 2015).8,9 I combined data from both samples for analyses, and I also
examined role (manager, non-manager) as a moderator of reactions, as described later.
Procedure
Participants who consented and met my inclusion criteria were told that I was studying
how people react to employees who express boredom at work. Participants read a definition of
boredom (i.e., “an unpleasant emotion that people feel when they want, but are unable, to engage
in satisfying activity,” based on Eastwood et al., 2012), and were told that people can express
boredom “in many ways, such as verbally (e.g., saying they are bored) or physically (e.g.,
posture, tone of voice, facial expression, actions)”. Participants were then asked to recall a time
at work where they observed someone expressing boredom. Next, participants described the
situation and subsequently answered open-ended questions about it (described below). Lastly,
participants answered demographic questions before being thanked and compensated.
Notably, data collection took place during the COVID-19 pandemic, spanning from April
10, 2020 to May 7, 2020. Therefore, I intentionally provided participants with a relatively broad
recall time frame (i.e., a current or previous job) to avoid solely obtaining recalled episodes that
were idiosyncratic to the context of the pandemic. From reviewing the data, only a small number
of participants referred to the pandemic or to social distancing.
Measures and Materials
Open-Ended Survey. All survey materials can be found in Appendix B. Participants
recalled a situation in their current or previous job in which they observed someone expressing

8
I ceased data collection once I no longer identified new reactions with the collection of additional data. While I
also coded aspects of the situation, these situational factors were not factored into my saturation judgments because
they are not part of my core research questions.
9
I paid the panel survey company $5.00 per participant during data collection for the managerial sample, and $3.80
per participant during data collection for the broader sample. Each participant received a proportion of the payment,
based on their individual agreements with the panel company.
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boredom. Participants began by generally describing the situation. They then received several
follow-up questions, in a randomized order, regarding (a) the individual who expressed boredom,
(b) the participant’s and expresser’s work roles, (c) how the participant knew that the expresser
was bored and why they felt bored (if known), (d) the participant’s thoughts, feelings, and
behaviors during the situation, (e) what ultimately happened to the expresser at the end of the
situation, and (f) whether the participant believed the expression of boredom was appropriate or
inappropriate (i.e., whether the average person would express boredom in that situation), and
why. Regarding the latter, I explicitly asked about perceptions of (in)appropriateness because a
preponderance of work suggests that the perceived appropriateness of an emotion expression
influences how others react to the expression (Cheshin, 2020; Shields, 2005; van Kleef, 2014).
Demographics. Participants reported their ethnicity, sex, age, birth country, and their
current employment status (not counting their work on the panel), which did not necessarily
match their employment status during the situation they recalled (e.g., past jobs, similar job in a
different company). Participants reported their work and managerial experience, current job title,
industry, job level, and work status (full-time, part-time, unemployed).
Coding Process
Coder Training and Codebook Development. I coded the data together with two
coders, one of whom was a current undergraduate student, and the other had attained a
Bachelor’s degree in psychology. Both coders had completed an undergraduate-level
introductory psychology course, and were thus familiar with basic psychological concepts and
relevant terminology for the coding scheme (e.g., “cognition”, “affective”, “perception”). Coders
were familiarized with the study’s purpose, and were trained on all coding procedures. Coding
procedures followed those outlined by Braun and Clarke (2006).
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Before coding the data, the coders and I first separately practiced coding data from an
unofficial pilot study that I conducted to refine the qualitative survey. During this practice phase,
each coder and I maintained separate codebooks, which contained independently-generated lists
of first-order themes. First-order themes represented the lowest level of the thematic analysis
and were more specific than the broader themes that we would ultimately derive after the coding
process. Examples of first-order themes included specific emotions (e.g., “Anger,” “Worry”),
cognitions (e.g., “Concern for the Expresser,” “Expresser is a Bad Fit for the Job”), and
behaviors (e.g., “Motivate the Expresser,” “Give Expresser a Warning”), as well as specific
aspects of the context (e.g., “Boredom Expressed Frequently,” “Friendly Relationship with
Expresser”). Themes were coded in a binary manner, where “1” reflected that the theme was
identified in a given case, and “0” reflected that the theme was not identified.
For the purpose of organization, the coders and I also sorted first-order themes into broad
classifications within the codebook. Particularly relevant to my research questions, first-order
themes representing reactions toward the expresser were sorted under affective, cognitive/
attitudinal, and behavioral classifications, respectively. We also coded aspects of the context and
sorted them into the following classifications: (a) how boredom was expressed (e.g., verbally,
physically, facial expression), (b) characteristics about the expresser (e.g., job level relative to
the participant, sex), (c) situational characteristics (e.g., others were also bored, the participant
was familiar with the boredom-eliciting situation), (d) the perceived cause of boredom (e.g., low
workload, being overqualified), and (e) the end result of the situation (e.g., work became busier,
boredom persisted, expresser turnover). As is common in qualitative research, the coding scheme
was flexible, in that categorization schemes, definitions, and first-order codes were added or
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revised in the codebook throughout the training and practice coding processes, based on
discussion between the coders and I during periodic meetings.
After independently generating codebooks of first-order themes from the practice data,
the coders and I reconvened, compared codebooks and results, and synthesized our codebooks
through discussion to generate a refined, shared codebook. This synthesizing process included
(a) combining variables from the independent codebooks that were conceptually redundant and
refining their definitions, and (b) adding variables that were present in only a subset of the
independent codebooks, but that were agreed as being relevant to the current research. From this
process, a shared, refined codebook was created. In the final stage of coder training, each coder
and I re-coded the same set of practice data using the refined codebook. The coders and I then
resolved additional disagreements through discussion and the codebook was further refined
accordingly, such as by updating the labels and definitions for certain first-order themes.
Upon completion of the training, each coder and I then conducted a preliminary readthrough of the Study 1 data and identified additional first-order themes that were not yet in the
codebook, but that would be relevant to examine. Additional discussions were held to refine the
final list of first-order themes, so as to minimize any redundancy between the first-themes, until
agreement was reached. At the end of this process, the final codebook consisted of 179 firstorder themes across all reactions and contextual factors. The finalized codebook was used for the
main coding process (see Appendix C), which I discuss next. I will discuss how I analyzed these
themes shortly.
Coding Process. Data from each participant was coded by me and one of the other two
coders (i.e., two people coded each participant’s data). While, I coded data from every
participant, the other coders each reviewed approximately half of the participant data from the
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managerial sample and from the broader sample. Doing so allowed me to rule out whether any
differences between managers and non-managers was due to who coded them. After coding was
complete, I compared my coding results with those of the coders and flagged any disagreements.
The mean rate of agreement for whether or not a first-order theme applied to each participant
was 92.85% per theme (sd = 7.32%, range [67.27%, 100%]), with 2 first-order themes (1.11%)
having agreement rates below 70.0% and 20 first-order themes (11.17%) having perfect
agreement. I next resolved disagreements that had clear correct answers, such as when a
participant mentioned a first-order theme verbatim (for example, coding “1” for
“appropriateness” when a participant stated “I thought [the expresser’s] behavior was
appropriate”). For all remaining disagreements, the third coder who had not coded the given
response served as a tie-breaker (8.41% of ratings across all participants and first-order themes).
Eleven first-order themes had frequencies of zero and were retroactively dropped, yielding 168
first-order themes.
Creating Higher-Order Themes. The next phase of thematic analysis involved
grouping first-order themes into second-order themes and, where applicable, into additional
higher-order themes. For example, first-order themes like “Resentment” and “Anger” were
grouped into the second-order theme of “Anger-Related Emotions,” which was then grouped
with similar themes into the third-order theme of “Hedonically-Unpleasant Emotions.” The same
theme could be mapped to multiple higher-order themes wherever theoretically appropriate. For
example, the first-order theme “Pity” was grouped with “Empathy” to create the second-order
theme of “Perspective-Taking Emotions,” but was also mapped onto a third-order theme of
“Hedonically-Unpleasant Emotions.” In addition to the first-order themes, the coders and I made
global judgments regarding whether the participant had a (a) favorable or (b) unfavorable
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impression of the expresser, based on their overall response, and whether the expresser had a (c)
favorable or (d) unfavorable outcome at the end of the situation (see Tables 3-6).
To create higher-order themes, the coders and I each reviewed the first-order themes in
the codebook and independently reflected on possible second-order themes, which were then
collaboratively discussed to create second-order themes. We repeated this procedure until no
additional higher-order themes were identified. All second- and higher-order themes were
created through discussion only. Given that my research questions focus separately on affective,
cognitive, and behavioral reactions to boredom expression, the coders and I did not allow higherorder themes to include different types of reactions (for example, cognitions and behaviors were
not mapped onto the same theme). All coders reviewed the final set of themes for accuracy. I
also discussed the higher-order themes with Dr. Yochi Cohen-Charash, who served as a subject
matter expert on emotions research, which led to additional revisions to the affective reactions
themes based on emotion prototype research (i.e., how laypersons cognitively represent and
categorize emotions; Shaver et al., 1987). This process yielded a total of 64 higher-order themes
(35 reaction-based themes, 24 contextual themes, 5 end result themes).
Analysis. I first examined frequencies for each second-order or higher reaction theme,
which I will report as percentages. I also examined frequencies for first-order themes, but will
only report on them in cases where they provide additional insights beyond the second/higherorder themes. Furthermore, even themes with low frequencies can be theoretically important
(Braun & Clarke, 2006), and so I also examined themes that had low frequencies but
nevertheless provided potential theoretical insights about boredom expression. I also conducted
Chi square analyses using contextual themes as moderators of reactions, where sufficient data
were available. For brevity, and given my interest in managerial reactions in Study 2, I only
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report the results of moderation analyses in which I examined the effects of the expresser’s role
(i.e., manager, non-manager).10
Study 1 Results
In what follows, I will systematically discuss the various reactions that emerged, based
on their modality: emotions and other affective states (Research Question 1), cognitions and
attitudes (Research Question 2), and behaviors (Research Question 3).
A Foreword: How Do Employees Express Boredom?
Given limited research on the topic, I will first address how employees tended to express
boredom in the current study (see Table 3). Participants generally detected boredom from
nonverbal signals such as the expresser’s appearance as distracted (27.3%), tired/fatigued
(20.0%), or restless (12.7%), and/or from the expresser’s behavior – such as showing disinterest
(40.0%), reducing task performance (25.5%), actively distracting oneself (23.6%),
idling/standing around (20.0%), or seeking out new or more complex work (5.5%). Notably, each
expressive theme emerged in less than half of the responses, with the most frequent themes being
(a) showing disinterest (40.0%) and (b) avoiding work (43.6%). I also examined broader modes
of expression (i.e., physical, verbal, and facial), which were coded as broad, first-order themes,
and were thus not mapped to any higher-order themes. People most often expressed boredom
physically through actions (e.g., avoiding work) or behavior (e.g., posture; 70.9%), although they
also frequently expressed boredom verbally (e.g., complaining, yawning, sighing; 43.6%) and
through facial expressions (e.g., appearing dejected, averted gaze; 27.3%).

10

I also found moderating effects for (a) the expresser’s sex (male, female), and (b) whether the observer and
expresser were of the same sex or a different sex on multiple reactions. However, these findings go beyond the
scope of the current dissertation, and so I do not discuss them here.
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The data thus suggest that people express boredom in many ways, and that observers can
detect boredom from the expresser’s outward appearance as well as their physical and verbal
actions. Notably, boredom was sometimes inferred from behaviors that reflect the expresser
regulating their boredom, such as mind-wandering (i.e., appearing distracted), avoiding the
boring stimulus (i.e., avoiding work), and seeking new stimulation (i.e., seeking new work). As
will become apparent in my discussion of affective, cognitive, and behavioral reactions below,
observers may not only react to whether boredom was expressed, but also how boredom was
expressed.
Research Question 1 - Emotional and Other Affective Reactions
Regarding observers’ affective reactions to an employee’s boredom expression, the data
revealed a large number of hedonically-pleasant and hedonically-unpleasant affective reactions
reflecting 18 discrete emotions and two additional affective phenomena (emotional contagion,
emotional drain; see Table 4). These various reactions fell under the higher-order themes of (a)
anger-related emotions (b) perspective-taking emotions, (c) fear-related emotions, (d) both lowand medium-arousal hedonically-pleasant emotions, (e) sadness-related emotions, and (f)
boredom. These themes were grouped into even higher themes of hedonically-pleasant emotions
and hedonically-unpleasant emotions. Notably, both hedonically-pleasant emotions (45.5%) and
hedonically-unpleasant emotions (67.3%) were reported frequently by participants, with some
participants reporting both types of emotions, indicating that expressions of boredom do not
exclusively evoke hedonically-unpleasant emotional reactions.
Anger-Related Emotions. Participants most commonly reacted to boredom expressions
with emotions associated with anger (41.8%) – including irritation/frustration, anger, resentment,
and envy (Shaver et al., 1987). Several participants who felt anger described the expression of
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boredom as slowing down or interfering with work, Χ2(1) = 10.17, p = .001. For example,
multiple participants voiced frustration about coworkers complaining about boredom and
avoiding boring tasks, which created more work for these participants and other coworkers.
Furthermore, anger was more likely to occur when the expression of boredom was perceived as
inappropriate, Χ2(1) = 12.24, p < .001, which suggests that boredom expressions can be
perceived as rude or non-normative (Cheshin, 2020).
Notably, one participant (B21) reported feeling envious of their bored coworker. This was
surprising, given that people typically envy others who possess desirable outcomes that the self
wants (Parrott & Smith, 1993), whereas boredom is an uncomfortable state that people will often
go to great lengths to avoid or alleviate (Wilson et al., 2014). Based on participant B21’s
response, the expression of boredom may have initiated a social comparison of workloads, in that
the observer was overloaded with work, whereas his coworker had relatively less work to do.
The participant therefore may not have envied the coworker’s boredom per se, but instead may
have envied the lesser workload of the coworker, which the expression of boredom symbolized.
It is also possible that while an overworked observer may accurately detect boredom in others,
they could also cognitively misrepresent what boredom feels like by confusing it with other,
hedonically-pleasant emotions like calm or serenity. Such a misrepresentation would make
another’s boredom seem more desirable, and thus enviable, even though it is actually an
uncomfortable state.
Perspective-Taking Emotions. Empathy and pity comprised the second-most prominent
theme, which I refer to as perspective-taking emotions (30.9%) because empathy and pity both
involve some degree of emotional connection toward someone who has suffered a misfortune.
Shaver et al. (1987) found that pity and empathy were associated not only with sadness, but also
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with love. Indeed, participants who felt perspective-taking emotions often recognized that the
expresser felt discomfort from their boredom, or was in an undesirable situation that caused them
to feel bored. For instance, participant M11 reported feeling empathetic of a newer employee
who had spent hours printing and sorting paper copies, which he knew was a painstaking task.
Given how frequently participants reported perspective-taking emotions, the data suggest
that people (sometimes) identify that boredom is a painful or uncomfortable experience for
others (Gilliam, 2013). Importantly, research suggests that empathy and pity can both predict
helping behavior toward the other, which serves to alleviate the other’s suffering or one’s own
hedonically-unpleasant feelings, respectively (Betancourt, 1990; Florian et al., 1999). The data
thus suggest that expressions of boredom can trigger emotional reactions that may drive helping
behavior toward the bored individual. Indeed, returning to participant M11, he reported trying to
alleviate the expresser’s boredom by striking up a conversation with them.
Fear-Related Emotions. Fear-related emotions, which were reported by 21.8% of
participants, included feelings of worry or distress/discomfort because of the expression of
boredom (Shaver et al., 1987). In most cases, the expression of boredom caused uncertainty or
nervous tension. For instance, participant B23 recalled meeting with her boss and a person from
Human Resources to review tuition reimbursement policies for her studies. The participant
described the meeting as admittedly dull (“HR decided to walk through a legal document lineby-line, which was painful for everyone”) and being irrelevant to her boss, who was required to
attend the meeting and was visibly bored throughout. She then described an awkward tension
due to her boss’s obvious disengagement in the meeting, and hoped that the HR manager would
not misconstrue the expression as indicating anything negative about her or her boss. Other
participants worried about whether the expression of boredom would disrupt or slow down
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productivity – such as when the expresser seemed distracted or procrastinated on boring tasks –
or worried that there was a personal (non-work) problem that was causing the expresser to be
distracted at work.
Hedonically-Pleasant Emotions. Two classes of hedonically-pleasant emotions
emerged, which were characterized by medium levels of arousal (i.e., happiness, gratitude;
16.4%) and low levels of arousal (i.e., calm, relief; 10.9%), based on the circumplex model of
emotions (e.g., Tsai, 2007; Watson et al., 1988). No high-arousal hedonically-pleasant emotions
were reported.
Medium-Arousal. Several participants reported happiness and gratitude, either in
response to the boredom expression or in response to how the situation was resolved. For
example, participant B18 described a coworker who was bored in the breakroom and “was sitting
in a chair at a table, all alone, staring at the wall.” She described her happiness at being able to sit
down with him and enjoy lunch together, so that the two of them would not need to feel bored
during their break. Some participants reported gratitude, albeit for various reasons. For instance,
participant M27 had delegated a boring task to the expresser, whose expression of boredom
made her feel grateful that she did not have to complete that task.11 Another participant (M3) was
grateful that the expresser had trusted him enough to express boredom (i.e., “I was grateful to
have such an employee…I was favorably impressed with his honesty and forthrightness.”).
Low-Arousal. Several participants reported maintaining their composure and staying
calm in response to the expression of boredom. Depending on how boredom is expressed, it may
also serve as a form of relief for others who share the same boring experience. Participant B38, a
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Participant M27’s emotional reaction could potentially reflect schadenfreude, or feelings of pleasure in response
to another’s misfortune or suffering (Smith et al., 1996). Interestingly, for participant M27 in particular, the source
of pleasure does not seem to stem solely from the coworker’s suffering, but instead seems to stem from a downward
social comparison between her own and her coworker’s circumstances.

39

lab technician, described a workday characterized by tensions and slowdowns due to the
COVID-19 pandemic. Her coworker was bored and began doing laps around the office in his
wheeled desk chair, which then devolved into a “race” in which the coworker tried to complete
each lap faster than the previous one. The participant described her relief in the moment:
“Frankly - he made me smile - it WAS boring in the lab and we've all been a bit
stressed out lately [with] the whole social distancing/COVID/uncertainty - so I
found it [kind of] relieving to see someone enjoying themselves.”
This example corroborates research on boredom and counterproductive work behavior,
namely horseplay (Bruursema et al., 2011). Horseplay involves playing games or goofing around
in order to create a more lively or entertaining environment, and has been found to positively
correlate with boredom (Bauer & Spector, 2015; Bruursema et al., 2011). As participant B38
illustrates, horseplay can help alleviate stress for others during times where there is little work,
which brings into question whether horseplay is necessarily always “counterproductive.”
In other cases, however, participants claimed to feel calm, but acknowledged feelings of
discontent regarding the situation (e.g., “I don't like it, but I stayed calm…,” from participant
B27). It is unclear in these cases to what extent these feelings of calm reflect rationalizations of
the situation and/or an effortful process by the observer to keep their emotions under control.
Sadness-Related Emotions. Multiple participants (12.7%) reported sadness-related
emotions, namely sadness, disappointment, and embarrassment (Shaver et al., 1987). These
emotions typically occurred when the participant felt disappointed that the expresser was bored
(particularly if the participant managed the expresser), or when the participant also felt empathy
or pity toward the expresser (i.e., feeling sad that the expresser was in an uncomfortable state of
boredom). Some participants also felt embarrassed, particularly when the expression of boredom
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was flagrant, such as participant B23 from earlier who had felt embarrassed about her boss’s
obvious boredom when meeting with HR. Another participant (M31) was embarrassed at seeing
his administrative assistant openly reading a paperback book at his desk during work hours.
Boredom. Only 9.1% of participants felt boredom together with the expresser. In most of
these cases, the expresser and the participant were working under the same boring circumstances,
such when there was a lack of work to do or a slow period in the day. Some of these participants
treated the expression of boredom as a signal that the expresser also wanted stimulation, and
participants used the expression as an opportunity to interact with the expresser, thus helping to
alleviate their own boredom (i.e., being bored together). However, the data also suggest that
one’s expressions of boredom could potentially cause others to feel bored. Participant B41
described a coworker who expressed boredom at work:
“Well, she said she was bored of her work, of what she had to do and even of
working in that place every day… I honestly thought it was making me waste
time and spoiling my mood also by contagion… I felt bored, uncomfortable and
even somewhat [annoyed], because this type of situation makes you lose time and
affects your own state of mind.”
While emotional contagion typically occurs unconsciously, participant B41 recognized
that her coworker’s boredom impacted her emotional state, in that she also began to feel bored.
While only one person reported emotional contagion, it is important to note that the phenomenon
often occurs unconsciously, and so the actual base rate could be higher than the data suggest.
Research Question 2 - Cognitive and Attitudinal Reactions
Regarding what cognitive reactions observers have in response to expressions of
boredom, a variety of thoughts, perceptions, and attitudes emerged regarding participants’
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encounters with an employee who expressed boredom (29 first-order themes, 11 second-order
themes; see Table 5). I will discuss each second-order theme, which I have grouped into the
following broad classes: (a) evaluations of appropriateness or inappropriateness, (b) behavioral
intentions or desires, (c) inferences about the expresser, (d) thoughts about the implications of
the expression, and (e) attitudes about work.
Perceived (In)Appropriateness of the Expression. People often evaluate emotion
expressions based on their (in)appropriateness for the situation, according to norms or
expectations about behavior (Shields, 2005; van Kleef, 2014), and these evaluations of
(in)appropriateness can determine how people will subsequently react to the expression
(Cheshin, 2020). The majority of Study 1 participants were able to classify the expression of
boredom as either appropriate (54.5%) or inappropriate (38.2%). Notably, while Gemmill and
Oakley (1992) argued that expressing boredom is typically non-normative, and thus perceivably
inappropriate, less than half of the sample described the expression of boredom as such. The data
suggest that boredom expressions could be seen as appropriate for various reasons. Some
participants were understanding of why the expresser felt bored, others mentioned that the
expression was not disrupting anyone, and still others believed that boredom was a normal
emotion to experience at work and thus did not judge the expression negatively as a result.
Surprisingly, 7.3% of participants reported both appropriateness and inappropriateness,
such as when participants felt it was appropriate for the expresser to feel bored, but perceived the
expression as inappropriate. The current research suggests that observers may separately evaluate
different aspects of the situation as being (in)appropriate, rather than making one global
judgment about (in)appropriateness. Additionally, a subset of participants reported that while
they felt it was appropriate for the expresser to feel bored, they also acknowledged that others
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(e.g., supervisors, clients) might find the expression inappropriate. Thus, the (in)appropriateness
of the situation seems to lie in the eye of the beholder.
Behavioral Intentions or Desires. Approximately half of participants reported helprelated cognitions (45.5%) and empathetic cognitions about the expresser (50.9%). Help-related
cognitions were characterized by thoughts of whether and how to help the expresser deal with
their boredom, whereas empathetic cognitions involved understanding why the expresser was
bored or feeling concern for the expresser. These themes align with the functional perspective
that boredom expressions signal a desire for new or additional stimulation (Bench & Lench,
2013), which can compel observers to help the expresser. Unsurprisingly, help-related cognitions
and empathetic cognitions co-occurred frequently, Χ2(1) = 8.16, p = .004, and both themes often
co-occurred with perspective-taking emotions, Χ2(1) = 18.16, p < .001 and Χ2(1) = 18.38, p <
.001, respectively. Examples of both themes come from participant M17, who described feeling
concerned about his bored subordinate (empathetic cognitions), and wanting to help him
overcome his boredom (help-related cognitions):
“I was genuinely concerned about my employee and what was causing him to be
bored. Did he have a problem on his mind that was causing this?? It caused me
concern… I felt as I needed to coach him and find out how I could motivate this
employee…[so] he may feel more like a team player.”
In contrast to the above, 12.7% of the participants thought about deterring the expression,
in that they wanted the expresser to be punished (e.g., wanted a supervisor to intervene, wanted
the expresser to be reprimanded). For example, participant M33 reported wanting to fire or
reprimand his employee, who was coping with boredom by playing with paperclips at his desk.
Other participants wanted the expresser leave the situation altogether, either physically (e.g., “I
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was hoping that he would move along quickly as he was interrupting my flow of work,”
participant B26) or in relation to their work (e.g., “I wished he wasn't on the team for this
project,” participant B39). Not surprisingly, participants who had deterrence-focused cognitions
had a higher probability of also experiencing anger-related emotions, relative to participants who
did not have deterrence-focused cognitions, Χ2(1) = 6.35, p = .012.
Inferences About the Expresser. Approximately one-third of participants (30.9%) made
inferences about employees who expressed boredom. Participants generally made three types of
inferences regarding (a) the expresser’s current state (e.g., thoughts, attitudes, motivations), (b)
the expresser’s disposition (e.g., personality, intelligence), and (c) the expresser’s (mis)fit with
the job.
Regarding state inferences, 9.1% of the participants interpreted the expression of
boredom as a signal that the expresser wanted something to do, particularly when there was
limited work available for the expresser. Participant B22, a front desk worker at a resort,
described a slow day in which her bored coworker paced around completing “mindless” tasks to
pass the time: “I thought she looked like she really wanted to do something whether that be work
or talk just so the time can zoom by.” Two of these participants (both managers) interpreted the
expression of boredom as a sign of trust. Specifically, they believed that the expresser trusted
them enough to have felt comfortable expressing boredom (e.g., “My emotions [were] wide
ranging from sadness to happiness…I was happy they trusted me,” participant M7). They both
recognized that employees typically may not feel comfortable expressing boredom to a superior,
and that doing so may involve trust to confide in them.
Counter to the examples above, only 7.3% of participants made (generally derogatory)
dispositional inferences about the expresser, mostly pertaining to the expresser’s personality,
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such as being “lazy” or hungry for attention.12 For example, when asked why their employee felt
bored, participant M40 stated, “I am not sure, I guess because she is a lazy person.” Another
participant (B41) described a coworker who constantly expressed boredom about the job: “we
can have similar moments [of boredom] but this person in particular is regularly bored, I don't
think it's a consequence of the situation but rather of the person.” One participant also passively
remarked about the expresser as being unintelligent when asked about his thoughts during the
situation: “None, don’t care for people that are that stupid.”
Several (20.0%) participants – including most of those who reported dispositional
inferences – described the expresser as a poor fit for their job. Participants may have inferred
from the expression of boredom that the expresser was apathetic or that their interests did not fit
the job. An example comes from participant B36, who described her coworker as follows:
“The look of boredom was always present on her face. She often day dreamed and
sat at her desk doing little work… I do not know [why she] felt bored. There was
always tons of work to do, so there was actually very little time to feel anything
other than busy…I wondered why she didn’t work and if she even liked the job.”
Another participant (B27) was frustrated about her coworker who frequently complained
about boredom: “I think if [she] was so bored, [she] should [have] left the job to find another
job.” As is evident above, employees who expressed boredom frequently had a higher likelihood
of being perceived as having poor fit, relative to those employees who did not express boredom
frequently, Χ2(1) = 21.65, p < .001.
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The percentage of participants making dispositional inferences about the expresser was lower than I had initially
anticipated. It is possible that more participants may have made dispositional inferences about the expresser, but did
not describe these inferences in their recollections. Another possibility is that a large proportion of participants
recalled situations involving expressers who they have a work history with, and thus do not need to rely on
expressions of boredom to understand the expresser’s disposition.
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Thoughts About Implications of the Expression. One-third of participants (34.5%)
thought about the implications of the expression of boredom, particularly whether the expression
is (actually or potentially) disruptive (32.7%) and whether they were negatively affected by the
expression (10.9%). These participants frequently focused on whether boredom was negatively
affecting the expresser’s work (27.3%), such as having concerns that the expresser was
procrastinating on boring tasks or might make mistakes on important tasks. Some participants
also recognized that the expression of boredom could impact other employees or themselves,
such as by causing additional work due to reduced productivity by the expresser.
Attitudes About Own Work. Lastly, some participants had negative attitudes about their
current task or their work in general (10.9%). Typically, these participants were in the same
perceivably boring situation or job, and so it is unclear to what extent these attitudes were due to
the expression versus the broader situation. However, two participants’ attitudes were likely
influenced by the expression of boredom. One case involved emotional contagion and was
described earlier under affective reactions (participant B41). A second participant (B32)
described being new to a manufacturing job and being affected by a bored coworker:
“I was working in a factory and I saw my colleague with quite the bored
expression on her face. She looked like she wanted out… I thought this will be a
long road ahead… I thought ‘oh boy, I'm in for getting my soul sucked out’.”
Participant B32 was relatively new to the job and may therefore have had limited
information by which to form an impression of the job yet. The expression of boredom by his
coworker may have served as information from which he could form attitudes about the job. It is
unclear, however, whether influencing coworkers’ attitudes in the manner described above is
necessarily favorable or unfavorable for the organization. On the one hand, the expression of
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boredom could undermine the potential for newcomers to form favorable attitudes toward their
job, which could be harmful for the newcomer’s relationship with the organization. On the other
hand, the expression of boredom could serve as a realistic job preview of sorts by signaling to
newcomers that the job involves potentially boring aspects, which in turn serves to adjust
newcomers’ expectations. By lowering newcomers’ expectations about the job, the expression of
boredom may help to prevent greater disappointment from unmet expectations further into the
job.13
Research Question 3 - Behavioral Reactions
Regarding what behavioral reactions observers have in response to employees’
expressions of boredom, a wide array of themes emerged in the data (29 first-order themes, 11
second-order themes, 3 third-order themes; see Table 6). These reactions were wide-ranging in
both favorability for the expresser and in extremity. Favorable reactions were as mild as striking
up a conversation with the expresser, or as extreme as creating an entirely new role for the
expresser. Unfavorable reactions were as mild as avoiding the expresser, or as extreme as firing
the expresser. I will discuss these themes under the following broad classes: (a) motivation, (b)
support, (c) punishment/deterrence, (d) and avoidance.
Motivating the Expresser. Two themes emerged involving observers’ attempts to
motivate the expresser (25.5%), so as to reduce boredom. In the first theme, 18.2% of the
participants reported giving new stimulation to the expresser, such as helping the expresser find
tasks to complete, offering the expresser more responsibility or learning opportunities, or
changing the expresser’s current activity. These participants recognized that the current situation
was not adequately stimulating for the expresser, and tried to motivate the expresser by

13

I am grateful to Dr. Logan Watts for suggesting this possibility.
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providing new activities. Some participants went as far as creating or finding an entirely new role
for the expresser, as participant M18 described when recalling a senior leader he managed who
expressed boredom:
“The employee was disengaged and seemed depressed…They had been in the job
for a number of years and felt like they had contributed everything they could to
the role [and that] they needed to move into a new role…They finally admitted it
to me… After our talk I looked for a new role which met their skill set and moved
them into it…It ended up a huge success for everyone involved.”
As illustrated above, expressing boredom can sometimes initiate constructive change for
the expresser. The expresser signaled their discontent with their situation, which motivated the
manager to seek out new opportunities for the expresser. However, observers can provide
stimulation for reasons other than helping the expresser. Recall participant B21, who was
described earlier as envying his bored coworker who was less busy than he was. The participant
offered more work to the coworker, which served the dual purpose of (a) stimulating the
coworker, and (b) reducing the gap in workloads between the coworker and the expresser. Thus,
the same behavior (i.e., giving new stimulation) can occur for various reasons.
In the second theme, 7.3% of the participants encouraged the expresser by trying to reenergize them or make them perceive the current situation in a more motivating light.
Encouragement tactics often involved reappraisal techniques, such as reframing the boring
activity for the expresser or communicating about the activity in a way that makes it perceivably
more meaningful. Participant M25 provides an example:
“One of the junior IT workers was expressing boredom with his task, an
admittedly dull series of server checks and patch applications…I explained I had a
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policy where everyone had to do something boring at least once a month or they
wouldn't appreciate the interesting things as much…He understood the situation
and appreciated me taking the time to explain it, and despite being bored at that
moment did in fact look forward to the more interesting tasks…”
As illustrated, encouragement involves strategically influencing how expressers think
about the current situation and increasing their willingness to persist, rather than changing the
situation. This theme parallels research on job characteristics (Hackman & Oldham, 1976, 1980)
and transformational leadership (Bass, 1985; Bass & Riggio, 2006), according to which leaders
can motivate employees by making them view their work as having a greater impact (Piccolo &
Colquitt, 2006), rather than changing the work itself.
Supporting the Expresser. More than half of the sample provided social support to the
expresser (58.2%). In line with the social support literature (e.g., Morelli et al., 2015), the types
of support offered to expressers varied in whether they were instrumental (34.5%) or noninstrumental (also known as emotional support; 38.2%). Instrumental social support behaviors
involve active efforts to tangibly change the expresser’s boring situation. Giving new stimulation
to the expresser (described earlier) fits this category. Additional types of instrumental support
included engaging in problem solving to identify and potentially change the underlying cause of
boredom (14.5%), and providing the expresser with task-related support, such as taking on some
of the boring activity for the expresser (9.1%).
In contrast to instrumental support, non-instrumental support involves attempts to
alleviate the expresser’s hedonically-unpleasant feelings, rather than changing the boring
situation, and thus takes on the quality of psychosocial support. One type of non-instrumental
support, encouragement, was described earlier. Two additional types of non-instrumental support
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were identified: socio-emotional support, in which the observer socialized with the expresser and
demonstrated interpersonal warmth by listening and showing gratitude to the expresser (29.1%),
and joint distractions, in which the observer joined the expresser in work-unrelated distractions
and played “look-out” to prevent either of them from being caught by others (3.6%).
Interestingly, parallels can be drawn between instrumental and non-instrumental support
and different styles by which people cope with their own emotions (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).
Instrumental support resembles an interpersonal form of problem-focused coping, which
involves regulating hedonically-unpleasant emotions by addressing the underlying cause of the
emotion, in this case, boredom. For example, participant M6 described managing a new
employee:
“I had an employee that was continuously standing around not doing anything and
looking bored. So I came up with some projects for her to work on that held her
accountable. She was to initial each task after they were done…I really feel that
her being that way came down to her being shy and new to retail… She ended up
overcoming her shyness and the problem was solved.”
Participant M6 focused not only on the expression of boredom, but also on what she
believed was the underlying cause of boredom (i.e., the expresser being shy and new to retail).
Furthermore, the participant’s behavioral reaction (i.e., enforcing accountability) was intended to
address the underlying cause: acclimating the expresser to retail and reducing her shyness.
Conversely, non-instrumental support resembles an interpersonal form of emotionfocused coping, which involves regulating hedonically-unpleasant emotions by trying to change
one’s feeling state to a more hedonically-pleasant one, rather than addressing the underlying
cause of the emotion. For instance, an employee might socialize with a bored coworker to help
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distract them from the situation or to help pass the time. As another example, a manager who
cannot change the expresser’s situation might instead try to alleviate the expresser’s hedonicallyunpleasant emotions by offering encouragement or communicating their gratitude for the
expresser.
Much like problem-focused and emotion-focused coping, the distinction between
instrumental and non-instrumental support may blur at times. For example, allowing an
employee to talk about why they feel bored might help them to ease the hedonic unpleasantness
of boredom by “venting” about it (non-instrumental support), while simultaneously the observer
might use the conversation to problem-solve and identify ways to alleviate the underlying cause
of boredom (instrumental support). Indeed, 14.5% of the events recalled by participants included
both instrumental and non-instrumental support. These findings have potentially unique
implications for coping research, in that they suggest that people use different coping styles in
response to others’ emotions, not just for their own emotions.
Punishing the Expresser. Thus far, I have addressed generally favorable behavioral
reactions for the expresser. However, some reactions to expressions of boredom are also
unfavorable for the expresser. Specifically, a theme of punishment/deterrence emerged, in which
21.8% of the participants punished the expresser for being bored or tried to suppress the
expression of boredom. These behaviors occurred in either a direct or indirect form. Direct
punishment (16.4%) reflects punitive or deterrent behaviors enacted by the observer directly
toward the expresser. These behaviors included issuing warnings, making the expresser leave
work for the day, and even firing the expresser. An exemplary case of direct punishment comes
from participant B12, the owner of a company who observed a bored supervisor in a meeting:
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“When he yawned, I first put it down to lack of sleep or possibly lack of oxygen
since it was a bit warm in the crowded room. When he made a show of stretching
out in his chair and put a pained expression on his face, I stopped the meeting and
asked him if anything was wrong. He immediately came to attention and said no,
he was fine. I proceeded with the meeting but ten minutes later, he repeated the
exact same behaviors…The next speaker began his talk and the supervisor shifted
in his seat, yawned, and began spinning his ink pen around like a top. This time, I
leaned over to the supervisor and told him to leave the meeting right now and that
I'd speak with him later… After the meeting, I simply told him that his behavior
was unacceptable for any employee but inexcusable for a supervisor and that he
was fired. He shrugged and said ‘Fine’ and left.”
Participant B12’s behavior gradually evolved in intensity from subtle warnings to deter
the expression of boredom (i.e., asking the expresser if anything was wrong), to further deterring
the expression by removing the expresser from the situation entirely (i.e., making the expresser
leave the meeting), and lastly to reprimanding and firing the expresser for their behavior.
Different from direct punishment, indirect punishment (7.3%) involves going through a
third party to punish the expresser. In each case of indirect punishment, rather than confront the
expresser directly, the observer reported the expresser to a superior who they hoped would take
action. Participant B27 recalled his reaction to a rather odd way of expressing boredom at work:
“One time I saw a bored employee at work watching porn. It was pretty graphic
stuff too…He said he watches it here because his wife doesn’t like it when he
watches at home… I felt embarrassed for him and sorry for his family because he
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was going to [be] unemployed soon. Sucks for them…[I] told his manager, I’m
kind of proud that I got him fired.”
Despite being indirect, this form of punishment can still have severe consequences for the
expresser. From reviewing episodes involving direct versus indirect punishment, a key difference
appears to lie in whether or not the observer can and, if so, wants to take direct action against the
expresser. Indeed, all instances of direct punishment came from an observer who was of a higher
organizational level than the expresser, whereas indirect punishment typically came from either a
coworker or from a manager who felt uncomfortable with taking action.
Avoidance of the Expresser. The last behavioral theme identified was that in which the
observer avoided the expresser (32.7%), which occurred in various ways. Some participants
ignored the expresser and tried to focus on their own work (e.g., “I minded my own business,
waited for my order to be completed,” participant B28). Others had the capacity to intervene but
instead delayed or avoided taking action (e.g., “I hate having to reprimand employees, so I put up
with it too long,” participant M19). Still others left the situation entirely (e.g., “I removed myself
from the area to finish my work,” participant B26). In multiple cases, participants also waited for
a supervisor to intervene, but did not report the expresser, unlike the indirect punishment theme
described earlier (e.g., “I don't like it, but I stayed calm because I knew sooner or later the
supervisor would deal with [her],” participant B27).
Notably, whether avoidance is favorable or unfavorable for the expresser largely depends
on the context. In some cases, the expresser overcame their boredom and re-engaged with their
work without intervention from others. In other cases, the situation grew worse when observers
engaged in avoidance, such as when the expresser’s boredom eventually disrupted others (e.g., “I
confronted her after coworkers and customers complained about her attitude,” participant M19).
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Do Managers and Non-Managers React Differently to Boredom Expressions?
Given my interest in managerial reactions in Study 2, I conducted exploratory Chi square
analyses to examine whether observers react differently to boredom expressions depending on
whether or not they supervised the expresser (61.8% of cases). The observer’s role (i.e.,
manager, non-manager) mainly influenced behavioral reactions to boredom expressions. Helprelated cognitions were the only non-behavioral reaction that was significantly influenced by the
observer’s role, Χ2(1) 14.23, p < .001, such that managers more frequently thought about helping
the expresser (67.7%) than non-managers (16.7%). This makes sense in light of which behavioral
reactions were influenced by the observer’s role: relative to non-managers, managers more often
responded to boredom expressions in a direct or instrumental manner. Managers more frequently
(and exclusively) engaged in direct punishment toward the expresser (29.3%) than non-managers
(0.0%), Χ2(1) 8.33, p = .004, and more frequently offered instrumental support to the expresser
(48.4%) than non-managers (16.7%), Χ2(1) 6.02, p = .014. Managers were also less likely to
avoid the expresser (16.1%) than non-managers (54.2%), Χ2(1) 8.89, p = .003. The observer’s
role did not significantly moderate any other affective, cognitive, or behavioral reactions.
Study 1 Discussion
Within limited work, theorists have suggested two general patterns of reactions to
boredom expressions: (a) boredom expression can propel others to behave in ways that stimulate
the expresser and help them deal with their boredom (Bench & Lench, 2013), and (b) boredom
expression is perceived as a fault of the expresser, is often discouraged, and, when it occurs, is
punished or suppressed (Gemmill & Oakley, 1992). These perspectives seem at odds, in that they
emphasize opposing reactions toward bored individuals. Yet, the data from Study 1 corroborate
both perspectives and anchor them within a broader mosaic of reactions to boredom expression
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at work. My findings show that boredom expressions have an important social-communicative
function: boredom expressions signal that the expresser is inadequately stimulated, which can
(but does not always) compel others to think, feel, and behave in ways that help the expresser to
obtain adequate stimulation. However, boredom expressions were not always functional for the
expresser, in that participants sometimes reacted unfavorably toward the expresser, or reacted in
a way that was neither favorable nor unfavorable for the expresser.
Regarding my research questions, the data suggest that boredom expressions can cause a
wide array of observer emotions (Research Question 1), cognitions (Research Question 2), and
behaviors (Research Question 3). Observer emotions included hedonically-pleasant emotions,
such as calm, relief, happiness, gratitude, and empathy, and hedonically-unpleasant emotions
relating to fear, boredom, sadness, anger. Cognitively, observers made inferences about the
expresser (i.e., the expresser’s current state, disposition, and fit with the organization), thought
about the expression itself (i.e., disruptiveness, appropriateness or inappropriateness), and
thought about how to behave toward the expresser (e.g., to help or punish them). Lastly,
observers’ behaviors toward perceivably bored employees typically involved either motivating
them, supporting them (instrumentally or non-instrumentally), avoiding them, or punishing them.
The data also provide preliminary support for some of my hypotheses for Study 2.
Specifically, observers sometimes reacted to boredom expressions with anger (i.e., anger-related
emotions; Hypothesis 1a) or with inferences of job apathy (i.e., perceived misfit; Hypothesis 3). I
did not find a theme pertaining to guilt (Hypothesis 1b), although a conceptually-related
emotion, pity, was identified. Furthermore, observers sometimes punished the expresser
(Hypothesis 5) or supported the expresser in ways that resembled individualized consideration
(e.g., helping the expresser find more stimulating work; Hypothesis 7). Importantly, as
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anticipated, the results of Study 1 reveal an array of reactions that were not specified in my
hypotheses for Study 2. While Study 2 is intended to be a “deeper dive” by focusing on a subset
of specific reactions within a specific context (i.e., the managerial context), Study 1 was intended
to be a “broader look” into the many possible reactions that can occur in response to expressions
of boredom in the workplace. While Study 2 will help to generate further insights regarding the
specific reactions described above, future research should further investigate the additional
reactions that were uncovered but not examined in Study 2 (e.g., social support, empathy,
perceived fit).
While Study 1 was a first step toward understanding how people may react to expressions
of boredom, more work is needed to identify what contextual factors influence these reactions.
The moderation analyses suggest that the observer’s work role is one such contextual factor.
Managers were more likely to respond to boredom expressions with instrumental action, such as
punishment or instrumental support, relative to non-managers. These instrumental actions may
occur for multiple reasons. First, managers may feel obligated to respond to the boredom
expression due to their role requirements. Second, managers may try to prevent their own
productivity from being disrupted, given that managerial performance often depends on the
productivity of direct reports. Lastly, managers’ behaviors may have been driven by identity
threat, in that boredom expressions may signal that the manager is ineffective at maintaining
engagement, or that the employee does not respect the manager enough to hide their boredom.
As stated by participant B12, the company owner who fired his bored supervisor: “I am the
owner of the company. Everyone there works for me, including the supervisor…[I felt]
confusion as to why he would so blatantly show boredom in front of me…” By changing the
expresser’s situation – either by supporting or punishing the expresser – the manager may
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eliminate the threat. Overall, the data thus highlight the importance of examining managerial
reactions to boredom expressions, as I do in Study 2.
Conversely, non-managers were more likely to avoid the expresser, relative to managers,
which suggests that coworkers may engage in more passive or indirect reactions toward bored
employees. Still, there were coworkers who also engaged in these instrumental behaviors (e.g.,
working together with the expresser to find new tasks). More targeted research is thus needed to
explore the ways in which reactions toward bored employees may differ between coworkers and
managers.
Study 2 also addressed the limitations of Study 1, namely, (a) in Study 1 I could not
examine causal relationships because there was no other condition by which compare
participants’ reactions against, and (b) I could not control what types of situations participants
recalled, and so it is unclear whether people may react in additional ways to boredom
expressions and whether participants would react similarly in the same type of situation. In Study
2, I address these limitations by placing participants in an identical, controlled situation and
experimentally manipulating whether an employee expressed boredom, enthusiasm, or no
emotion. I also expand upon Study 1 by examining a contextual factor that could influence
reactions to boredom expression, namely, the observer’s beliefs about the expresser’s current
tasks.14

14

I did not identify themes in Study 1 that represented the observer’s beliefs about the expresser’s tasks, which was
my moderator in Study 2. However, I identified several themes representing the perceived cause of the expresser’s
boredom, including whether the task was perceived as understimulating. Exploratory moderation analyses revealed
that several reactions toward the expresser were moderated by whether the perceiver thought the expresser’s task
was understimulating. I do not report these results here for the purpose of brevity, and because my focus in Study 1
was on understanding which reactions can occur, rather than what moderates these reactions.
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Study 2 Overview
In Study 2, I examined Hypotheses 1-8 regarding managers’ affective, cognitive, and
behavioral reactions to expressions of boredom, and whether manager’s beliefs about the
expresser’s current task as interesting or boring moderates these reactions. Study 2, along with its
supporting pilot studies, all followed a 3 (emotion expression: boredom, enthusiasm, control) x 3
(task beliefs: boring, interesting, control) between-persons experimental design. I used vignettes
in which participants imagined themselves as a manager in an organization, given that
experimental vignettes can enable researchers to study phenomena with high levels of
experimental control (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014).
I conducted two pilot studies for Study 2 to validate the experimental manipulations
(Pilot Study 2.1), and to identify my operationalizations for individualized consideration and
punishment (Pilot Study 2.2). All procedures were approved by the Baruch College Institutional
Review Board.
Pilot Study 2.1 Overview
In Pilot Study 2.1, I examined the validity of my manipulations of (a) the employee’s
expressed emotion and (b) managerial beliefs about the task, and tested whether the emotion
expression manipulation leads to stronger perceptions of the expresser as feeling the intended
emotions (i.e., boredom, enthusiasm), rather than other emotions that can co-occur with boredom
(i.e., anger, sadness).
Pilot Study 2.1 Method
Participants
I recruited 90 US-based participants from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), who
received $1.00 as compensation. To participate, MTurk workers confirmed that they had current
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or previous work experience. I excluded 10 participants who failed both manipulation check
items (described below). The final sample thus consisted of 80 participants (55.0% male, 60%
Caucasian, Mage = 37.34 years), which met the minimum a priori N of 80 needed to identify a
large effect size (f = .40) in a two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), α = .05, power = .80,
numerator df = 4, k = 9 (Faul et al., 2007).
I specifically chose a large effect in my power analysis for Pilot Study 2.1 because,
theoretically, each manipulation should have a strong effect on a direct measure of its respective
construct. Doing so would lend support to the construct validity of my manipulations.
Procedure
Participants were told that they were completing a managerial simulation, in which they
would read about a work scenario and answer questions about it. Participants read a vignette
describing an employee who they assigned a task to. Participants then received the task beliefs
and emotion expression manipulations in a randomized order. Specifically, I manipulated
whether participants believed their employee’s task was interesting, boring, or neither (task
beliefs), and whether the employee expressed boredom, enthusiasm, or neither emotion (emotion
expression). Next, participants completed attention and manipulation checks, followed by three
additional Likert-type emotion expression manipulation checks. Participants then completed
questionnaires regarding what emotions they believed the employee felt. Participants also
completed the inference measures and dispositional measures that would be used in the main
study, in order to determine whether any measures needed be revised or dropped. Lastly,
participants completed a demographics questionnaire and were debriefed on the purpose of the
study. Below I only report my findings for the manipulation checks and emotion measures,
which were my primary focus.
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Measures & Materials
Appendix D includes all materials for Pilot Study 2.1. Note that the same vignette,
manipulations, and manipulation checks were used across Study 2 and the pilot studies.
Vignette. Participants imagined working at a retail supply company and managing a team
that was asked to create an inventory portfolio for a client (“AESTHETACT”) 15. One team
member, Jesse, was able to work on the portfolio, whereas the other team members were busy
with other projects.
Responsibility Induction. Participants were then asked to complete a “practice question”
for the study. Participants were presented with the names of four team members (Sam, Jesse,
Riley, or Alex; all gender-neutral names) and were required to assign the task to Jesse by
selecting their name. In reality, this item was intended to instill a sense of responsibility in
participants for Jesse’s work, and to make reading the vignette more interactive.
Participants then received the task beliefs and emotion expression manipulations in a
randomized order.
Manipulating Beliefs About the Task. I manipulated beliefs about the expresser’s task
by describing the manager’s past experiences with the client. Participants read one of the
following:
Boring Task Beliefs: “You and many other employees at the company know that
AESTHETACT always requests portfolios that are really dull to work on. After reviewing the
request form, this portfolio request appears very similar to past requests from AESTHETACT.
Therefore, you know that this portfolio should be pretty dull and boring to create.”

15

Company names in the vignette were created using the Namelix business name generator (https://namelix.com/).
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Interesting Task Beliefs: “You and many other employees at the company know that
AESTHETACT always requests portfolios that are really enjoyable to work on. After reviewing
the request form, this portfolio request appears very similar to past requests from
AESTHETACT. Therefore, you know that this portfolio should be pretty interesting and
enjoyable to create.”
Control Task Beliefs: “You and many other employees at the company can never
predict what types of portfolios AESTHETACT will request. Sometimes their portfolios are
enjoyable to work on, whereas other times their portfolios are dull to work on. After reviewing
the request form, you still cannot tell what it will be like to complete this portfolio request.
Therefore, you do not know how interesting or boring this portfolio should be to create.”
Manipulating Emotion Expression. Participants read that they walked past Jesse’s
workstation later that day to see Jesse designing the new portfolio. I manipulated Jesse’s emotion
expression by stating that Jesse either really appeared to be bored by the task (boredom
expression), really appeared to be enjoying the task (enthusiasm expression), or was facing away
and it was difficult to tell how Jesse felt while performing the task (control expression).
Attention and Manipulation Checks. Participants completed two attention check
questions and two manipulation check questions (one per manipulation). In the attention check
questions, participants were asked (a) how many team members they managed, and (b) the name
of the client company (“AESTHETACT”). In the task beliefs manipulation check, participants
indicated on a 7-point Likert-type scale how boring or interesting the client portfolio is, based on
past experience (1 = Extremely boring, 7 = Extremely interesting). In the emotion expression
manipulation check, participants indicated which word(s) best described the emotion Jesse
expressed while creating the portfolio: “bored,” “enthusiastic,” “angry,” (a distractor), and “you
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could not see how Jesse felt.” The data of participants who failed both manipulation checks were
excluded from analyses.16,17
Expresser’s Felt Emotions. I also measured what emotions participants believed Jesse
felt (rather than expressed). Specifically, participants completed four measures (three-items each)
assessing perceptions of Jesse as bored (Van Tilburg et al., 2018; sample item: "Jesse feels bored
at the moment"; α = .97), enthusiastic (Lee & Choi, 2018; sample item: "Jesse feels eager"; α =
.96), angry (Fredrickson et al., 2003; sample item: "Jesse feels angry"; α = .93), and sad (Wong
& Tong, 2012; sample item: "Jesse feels miserable"; α = .92). Sadness and anger were measured
to ensure that the manipulation led to boredom more strongly than to other, related emotions.
Pilot Study 2.1 Results
Manipulation Checks
I first conducted Chi square analyses modeling the effects of each manipulation on
responses to the main emotion expression manipulation check. The emotion expression
manipulation had a significant main effect, Χ2(6) = 101.57, p < .001. As anticipated, most
participants in the boredom, enthusiasm, and control expression conditions indicated that Jesse
expressed boredom (84.0%), enthusiasm (89.7%), and that they could not see Jesse’s expression
(84.0%), respectively. The task beliefs manipulation did not affect responses to this manipulation
check, Χ2(6) = 5.95, p = .429.

16

In addition to the main manipulation checks, participants also completed three Likert-type emotion expression
manipulation check questions, in which they indicated the extent to which (a) Jesse expressed boredom, (b) Jesse
expressed enthusiasm, and (c) the participant was unsure about how Jesse felt in the scenario (1 = Not at all, 5 = To
a great extent). For brevity, and because my findings with these items align with that of the main emotion expression
manipulation checks, I will report only on the main manipulation checks.
17
For the task beliefs manipulation check, participants were indicated as giving a correct answer if their response (a)
fell below the scale midpoint in the boring task beliefs condition (i.e., “extremely boring” to “slightly boring;” scale
points 1 – 3, respectively), (b) fell within the middle three scale points in the control task beliefs condition (i.e.,
“slightly boring” to “slightly interesting;” scale points 3 – 5, respectively), or (c) fell above the scale midpoint in the
interesting task beliefs condition (i.e., “slightly interesting” to “extremely interesting;” scale points 5 – 7,
respectively).
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I next conducted two-way ANOVA, modeling the effects of the manipulations on the task
beliefs manipulation check. As anticipated, the task beliefs manipulation had a significant and
strong main effect, F(2, 71) = 80.00, p < .001, ηP2 = .693. Post-hoc analyses revealed that beliefs
about the task significantly differed across all three conditions (ps < .001), in that participants
perceived the task as most interesting in the interesting beliefs condition (M = 6.12), and least
interesting in the boring beliefs condition (M = 1.53), whereas the control beliefs condition fell in
the middle (M = 4.90). The emotion expression manipulation also had a significant, yet weaker,
main effect than the task beliefs manipulation, F(2, 71) = 3.12, p = .050, ηP2 = .081. Post-hoc
analyses revealed that participants perceived the task as more interesting when the expresser
expressed enthusiasm (M = 4.60), relative to boredom (M = 3.81, p = .016), whereas neither
condition differed from the control expression condition (M = 4.14, ps ≥ .195). Lastly, the
manipulations did not significantly interact to affect responses to the manipulation check, F(4,
71) = 1.43, p = .232, ηP2 = .075.
These results suggest that participants generally perceived the correct emotion that was
expressed, as a function of their emotion expression condition, and that the task beliefs
manipulation appropriately influenced participants’ beliefs about how interesting the task was.
While both manipulations had significant main effects on the task beliefs manipulation check,
the effect size of the task beliefs manipulation was by far stronger than that of the emotion
expression manipulation (ηP2 = .693 versus ηP2 = .081, respectively). Furthermore, the strength of
the task beliefs main effect indicates that it had the intended effect on its respective manipulation
check. The non-significant interaction effect also suggests that the effects of task beliefs on its
manipulation check were not contingent on emotion expression.
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Expresser’s Felt Emotions
I conducted two-way ANOVA, modeling the effects of the manipulations on perceptions
of the expresser as bored, enthusiastic, angry, and sad. Perceived boredom was significantly
affected by the emotion expression manipulation, F(2, 71) = 34.65, p < .001, ηP2 = .494, but not
by the task beliefs manipulation nor the interaction, Fs ≤ 2.92, ps ≥ .061, ηP2s ≤ .076. The
expresser was perceived as most bored in the boredom expression condition (M = 6.28), followed
by the control expression condition (M = 4.22), and lastly the enthusiasm expression condition
(M = 2.79, ps ≤ .003).
Perceived enthusiasm was significantly affected by the emotion expression manipulation,
F(2, 71) = 65.10, p < .001, ηP2 = .647, and the task beliefs manipulation, F(2, 71) = 6.19, p =
.003, ηP2 = .148, but not by their interaction, F(4, 71) = 1.41, p = .240, ηP2 = .073. Perceived
enthusiasm was highest in the enthusiasm expression condition (M = 5.83), followed by the
control expression condition (M = 4.78), and lastly the boredom expression condition (M = 2.48,
ps ≤ .002). Additionally, participants perceived the expresser as less enthusiastic in the boring
task beliefs condition (M = 3.65) than in the control beliefs (M = 4.75, p = .002) and interesting
beliefs conditions (M = 4.69, p = .003). The latter two conditions did not differ (p = .832).
Notably, the size of the emotion expression main effect was much larger than that of the task
beliefs main effect (ηP2 = .647 versus ηP2 = .148, respectively), thus suggesting that perceived
enthusiasm was more strongly affected by the emotion expression than by task beliefs. The nonsignificant interaction effect also suggests that the effects of emotion expression on perceived
enthusiasm were not contingent on task beliefs.
Perceived anger and sadness were affected in a similar manner as boredom: emotion
expression significantly affected perceptions of the expresser as feeling angry, F(2, 71) = 6.27, p
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< .003, ηP2 = .150, and sad, F(2, 71) = 5.58, p = .006, ηP2 = .136, whereas both task beliefs and
the interaction were non-significant in both analyses, Fs ≤ 1.74, ps ≥ .182, ηP2s ≤ .047. More
anger was perceived in the boredom expression (M = 3.97, p = .001) and control expression
conditions (M = 3.69, p = .016), than in the enthusiasm expression condition (M = 2.41), whereas
the former two conditions did not differ (p = .600). Furthermore, more sadness was perceived in
the boredom expression condition (M = 4.24) than in the enthusiasm expression condition (M =
2.62, p = .001), whereas neither condition differed from the control expression condition (M =
3.46, ps ≥ .120). As anticipated, the emotion expression manipulation more strongly affected
boredom and enthusiasm than anger and sadness (ηP2 = .494, .647, .150, and .136, respectively).
Therefore, the manipulations more strongly affected the intended emotions (i.e., boredom and
enthusiasm), than other emotions that tend to occur with boredom (i.e., anger and sadness).
Pilot Study 2.1 Discussion
Altogether, the results of Pilot Study 2.1 support the validity of the experimental
manipulations. The task beliefs manipulation influenced beliefs about the task as being
interesting or boring, and the emotion expression manipulation accurately influenced perceptions
of both the expressed and felt emotions of the expresser. The emotion expression manipulation
also more strongly influenced perceptions of the expresser as bored and enthusiastic, relative to
other related emotions (i.e., angry and sad). While anger and sadness often co-occur with
boredom (Van Tilburg & Igou, 2017a), and understandably would also be influenced by the
emotion expression manipulation, they were influenced to a far weaker extent than boredom and
enthusiasm. Having found evidence of the validity of my manipulations, I then set out to
operationalize my behavioral dependent variables in Pilot Study 2.2.
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Pilot Study 2.2 Method
I operationalized punishment and individualized consideration – my dependent variables
for Study 2 – as the types of tasks that participants subsequently gave the expresser. In Pilot
Study 2.2, I identified two sets of tasks that were generally perceived as representing punishment
and individualized consideration, respectively. To do so, participants read the vignette from Pilot
Study 2.1 and rated tasks that they could subsequently assign to the expresser.
Participants
I recruited 47 US-based MTurk participants for Pilot Study 2.2, all of whom had current
or past work experience. Participants who completed the study received $0.50 as compensation. I
excluded seven participants who failed both manipulation checks, yielding a final sample of 40
participants (72.5% male, 65.0% Caucasian, Mage = 35.05 years), which surpassed the minimum
a priori N of 34 needed to detect identified a medium-sized effect (dz = 0.50) in a paired-samples
t-test (two-tailed) with, α = .05, power = .80 (Faul et al., 2007).
I chose a medium effect size for my power analysis in Pilot Study 2.2, rather than a large
effect size as in Pilot Study 2.1, because the latter would result in an impractically small sample
size (N = 19) for other ancillary analyses that I conducted. Specifically, as I will discuss later, I
also conducted two-way ANOVA to identify tasks that were not perceived differently as a
function of my manipulations. A sample of 19 participants would yield approximately two
people in each condition, which I was concerned would yield a highly unstable estimate.
Procedure
Participants completed the same initial procedures as Pilot Study 2.1, up to the
manipulation checks, and read the epilogue. Participants then read a definition of either
individualized consideration or punishment (in a randomized order), received a list of the twelve
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tasks (also in a randomized order), rated the degree to which each task represented the given
leadership behavior, and then repeated the process for the other leadership behavior. Next,
participants rated how likely they would be to assign each task to the expresser. Lastly,
participants completed a demographics questionnaire and were debriefed.
Measures & Materials
The first portion of the study was identical to Pilot Study 2.1, in that participants received
the same vignette, responsibility induction, manipulations, and manipulation checks.
Vignette Epilogue and Task Ratings. Following the manipulation checks, participants
read that they would decide what tasks Jesse would complete in the following week. Participants
were told that they would read about twelve tasks and indicate the extent to which each task
represented two different leadership behaviors. The leadership behaviors were defined for them
as follows:
Individualized consideration: “Individualized consideration reflects a type of leadership
behavior that is intended to help employees develop and fulfill their needs. Individualized
consideration can include behaviors such as coaching or advising employees, providing support,
and paying attention to the individual needs of employees.”
Punishment: “Punishment reflects a type of leadership behavior that is intended to
prevent employees from engaging in certain types of behavior at work. Punishment can include
behaviors such as imposing penalties, taking away rewards, or giving employees unpleasant or
undesirable activities to do.”
Participants read one of the definitions, rated the twelve tasks on the extent to which they
represented the given leadership behavior (1 = Does not reflect [behavior] at all, 5 = Greatly
reflects [behavior]), and repeated these steps for the other leadership behavior. Lastly, to
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investigate potential ceiling/floor effects, participants rated how likely or unlikely they would be
to assign each task to Jesse (1 = Extremely unlikely, 5 = Extremely likely).
Task Development. Unknown to participants, six tasks were operationalizations of
individualized consideration, and the other six tasks were operationalizations of punishment.
Each task was developed using examples from the leadership literature (e.g., Antonakis et al.,
2003; Podsakoff et al., 1982; Rafferty & Griffin, 2006), and from the Study 1 data. Additional
examples of punishment were drawn from the abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000), incivility
(Cortina et al., 2001; Duffy et al., 2002), and illegitimate task literatures (Semmer et al., 2015;
Wald, in progress; Zhou et al., 2018). By creating examples based on existing research streams
and from my qualitative data, the tasks that were created for this study should have a higher
likelihood of being generalizable to the work context.
Each task is described in Table 7. Tasks representing individualized consideration
included features such as involving high levels of responsibility, providing professional
development, or aligning with Jesse’s interests or skill level. Tasks representing punishment
included features such as being menial, repetitive, unnecessary, below Jesse’s qualifications, or
outside the scope of Jesse’s work, or involving little recognition or visibility.
Pilot Study 2.2 Results
Manipulation Checks
Chi Square analyses indicated that the emotion expression manipulation significantly
affected responses to its respective manipulation check, Χ2(6) = 37.16, p < .001. Participants in
the boredom, enthusiasm, and control expression conditions indicated that Jesse expressed
boredom (91.7%), enthusiasm (71%), or they could not tell (64.3%), respectively. Task beliefs
did not significantly affect the emotion expression manipulation check, Χ2(6) = 3.87, p = .694.
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Two-way ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of the task beliefs manipulation on
its respective manipulation check, F(2, 31) = 14.52, p < .001, ηP2 = .484. Post-hoc analyses
revealed that the expresser’s task was perceived as the most interesting in the interesting beliefs
condition (M = 5.86), the least interesting in the boring beliefs condition (M = 2.71), and the
control beliefs condition fell in the middle (M = 4.38, ps ≤ .012). The emotion expression main
effect and interaction were both non-significant, Fs ≤ 3.19, ps ≥ .055, ηP2s ≤ .171.
Task Analyses
Table 8 provides descriptive statistics for ratings of individualized consideration,
punishment, and likelihood of assigning each task. Participants generally reported a moderate
likelihood of assigning each task, with all mean ratings falling within one point from the scale
midpoint (3.0). Notably, the tasks representing individualized consideration had higher
likelihood ratings than the tasks representing punishment. The standard deviations of these
ratings indicated reasonable variability in participants’ likelihood of assigning each task.
Therefore, no tasks were identified as at risk of ceiling or floor effects if used in Study 2.
To identify whether both sets of tasks represent separate constructs, I next conducted two
exploratory principal components analyses, separately examining ratings of (a) individualized
consideration and (b) punishment for all of the tasks, respectively, to determine whether each set
of tasks loaded onto distinct factors. I used varimax rotation for factor extraction. In both
analyses, the six individualized consideration tasks loaded on one factor and the six punishment
tasks loaded on a second factor (see Table 9), supporting that both sets of tasks represent distinct
leader behaviors.
Next, I ran paired-samples t-tests to examine whether the individualized consideration
tasks were rated as more strongly representing individualized consideration than representing
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punishment, and vice versa for the punishment tasks (see Table 8). As anticipated, all of the
individualized consideration tasks were perceived as more strongly representing individualized
consideration than representing punishment, ts(39) ≥ 4.43, ps < .001, ds ≥ 1.03. Most of the
punishment tasks were perceived as more strongly representing punishment than representing
individualized consideration, ts(39) ≥ 2.30, ps ≤ .027, ds ≥ 0.62, except for two tasks: typing up
surveys, t(39) = 1.94, p = .060, d = 0.46, and coverage for sick employee, t(39) = 1.46, p = .152,
d = 0.33. However, despite the non-significant mean differences for these latter two tasks, both
of their effect sizes were greater than a small effect which provides partial support that they were
perceived more so as representing punishment than as representing individualized consideration.
Notably, the punishment tasks were generally perceived as only moderately representing
punishment, in that mean ratings of these tasks as being punishments generally fell near the
midpoint of the scale (M range [2.83, 3.13]). One reason why this may have occurred is that
assigning someone an unpleasant task may serve as a more covert, rather than overt, act of
punishment. I intentionally chose not to examine more overt forms of punishment, such as firing
the employee or withholding rewards or benefits from the employee, because participants may
have felt apprehensive of reporting that they would engage in these behaviors due to social
desirability issues, especially.
Lastly, to identify potentially problematic tasks, I conducted two-way ANOVA to
examine whether the manipulations influenced whether any tasks were perceived as representing
their respective leadership behaviors. Significant main or interactive effects would indicate that a
given task is not consistently perceived as representing its intended construct across the
experimental conditions. From these analyses, I dropped two tasks from consideration for Study
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2: re-typing budgets and reviewing old contracts, both of which were significantly affected by
the task beliefs manipulation and/or the interaction, Fs ≥ 3.51, ps ≤ .028, ηP2s ≥ .206.
I ultimately selected six tasks for Study 2 based on a combination of (a) the strength of
each task’s EFA factor loadings, and (b) effect sizes from the earlier paired-samples t-tests. I
chose coaching and teamwork, brainstorming and networking, and analytics task force to
represent individualized consideration, and I chose printing for career fair, typing up surveys,
and restocking the office to represent punishment.
Study 2 Method
Participants
I initially recruited 443 US-based participants from MTurk, all of whom confirmed
having current or past work experience. Participants received $1.00 as compensation. Of these
participants, 102 failed both manipulation checks, so their data were excluded from analyses.
The final sample size was 341 participants, which surpassed the minimum a priori N of 304
needed to detect a small-to-medium sized interaction effect in a two-way ANOVA (i.e., f = .20;
Cohen, 1992), with α = .05, power = .80, numerator df = 4, and k = 9 (Faul et al., 2007).
However, data analyses revealed data quality issues with the manipulations, in which (a) the task
beliefs manipulation significantly affected responses to the categorical emotion expression
manipulation check, and (b) the emotion expression and task beliefs manipulations significantly
interacted to affect the continuous task beliefs manipulation check (ηP2 = .023). These effects
indicated a potential confound between the manipulations in the current sample.
I therefore adopted more stringent exclusion criteria. I excluded participants who failed
either manipulation check (rather than failing both manipulation checks), thus increasing the
likelihood that participants in the sample correctly perceived both manipulations. This new
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exclusion criterion resulted in a large drop in sample size (153 additional participants excluded,
updated N = 188). I thus collected additional data to ensure that (a) each combination of
conditions had a minimum n of approximately 20 participants (range: 19 – 31), and (b) that the
sample size exceeded the minimum threshold of N = 195 needed to adequately detect a mediumsized effect (f = .25).18 The final sample size was 206 participants (61.7% male, 84% Caucasian,
Mage = 39.28 years).
One possible reason why participants failed the manipulation checks at such a high rate
could be due to mixed signals between (a) what participants were directly told about the task in
the task beliefs manipulation versus (b) what information was implied about the task based on
the emotion expression manipulation. Furthermore, while there were relatively high
manipulation check failures rates in each condition, participants seemed to struggle the most in
the boring task beliefs condition, both in general and especially in the enthusiasm expression
condition (i.e., where there was potentially conflicting information from the manipulations). This
was particularly surprising, given the high successful response rates attained for the same
manipulation checks in Pilot Study 2.1.
A second possible reason for the high failure rate with the manipulation checks was due
to general issues around attentiveness in online research, which is a common concern with
MTurk (Cheung et al., 2017). Furthermore, prior to Study 2 and its respective pilot studies
reported here, several pre-piloting studies had been conducted to refine the manipulations. Most
of the pre-pilot and pilot participants were not permitted to complete Study 2. It is therefore
possible that a greater number of potentially careless respondents were leftover in the participant
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Due to insufficient funds, I could only collect enough additional data to reach adequate power to detect a medium
effect size, rather than the originally-anticipated small effect size. Future research will need to try to replicate and
extend any findings of Study 2 with a larger sample size.
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pool to complete the Study 2. All of these possibilities point to the necessity of using the more
stringent exclusion criteria.
Procedure
Participants read the same vignette and completed the same manipulation checks as the
pilot studies. Participants then completed two questionnaire blocks (presented in a randomized
order) regarding their emotions toward the expresser and their inferences about the expresser in
the scenario. Participants then read an epilogue in which they decided which tasks to allocate to
the expresser. Participants then had the opportunity to allocate tasks to the expresser, and rated
the extent to which they wanted to assign each task to the expresser, regardless of which tasks
they had actually assigned. Participants then completed individual difference measures in a
randomized order. Lastly, participants completed a demographics questionnaire, and were
thanked and debriefed. As thanks, participants could opt to receive automated feedback about
their attributional style following the debriefing.
Measures and Materials
Appendix E includes all measures for Study 2. The initial procedures were identical to
the pilot studies; participants received the same vignette, responsibility induction, manipulations,
and manipulation checks. I describe additional measures below. Unless stated otherwise, all
measures used 7-point Likert scales (1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree). For brevity, I
provide the results of exploratory analyses in Appendix F.
Observer’s Emotions. Participants reported their own emotions as the manager in the
scenario, unlike Pilot Study 2.1 in which participants reported what they thought the expresser
felt. I measured anger using three items from Fredrickson et al. (2003; sample item: "I feel
angry"; α = .96), and guilt using three items adapted from Grant and Wrzesniewski (2010;
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sample item: "I feel that I disappointed others"; α = .96). For exploratory purposes, I also
measured pity and pride, which are discussed further in Appendix F. I randomized the order of
all emotion measures.
Inferences About the Expresser. I measured perceptions of the expresser’s job apathy
using five items adapted from the apathetic action dimension of the job apathy scale from
Schmidt et al. (2017; sample item: "Producing work of average quality is good enough for
Jesse"; α = .92). Job apathy also includes an apathetic cognitions dimension. However, this
dimension seemed partly confounded with employee burnout (sample item: “I feel mentally
checked out from work”) and was thus not measured. For exploratory purposes, I also measured
participants’ perceptions of the expresser’s intrinsic motivation and the expresser’s desire for
meaningful activity, which are discussed further in Appendix F. I randomized the order of all the
inference measures.
Epilogue and Task Assignment. Participants received a modified version of the
epilogue from Pilot Study 2.2. Participants read that it was the start of the next work week and
that all four team members were available to take on more tasks. Participants then read that they
would review six tasks (from Pilot Study 2.2) that they would first decide which tasks to assign
to Jesse. Participants could assign as many or as few tasks as they wished.19 The tasks were
presented in a randomized order on the same page. Individualized consideration and punishment
were operationalized as the number of each type of task that was assigned to Jesse.
Desire to Assign Tasks. After selecting which tasks to assign, participants rated how
much they wanted to assign each punishing task (α = .81) and individually considerate task (α =
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Pilot testing revealed that imposing a limit on the number of tasks that could be assigned to Jesse would force a
perfect negative correlation between individualized consideration and punishment (i.e., the more of one type of task
that is assigned, the less of the other task that is assigned). I thus allowed participants to assign as many tasks as they
wished, so that the dependent variables were not confounded with one another.
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.50) to Jesse, regardless of what they had actually assigned.20 I obtained these ratings because
behavioral intentions do not always correspond with actual behavior (Sheeran, 2002) due to
factors such as situational constraints. I did not offer hypotheses about behavioral intentions, and
thus these desire measures are exploratory. However, I will report my results for these measures
because they provide important insights on my findings for actual behaviors (i.e., the number of
each type of task assigned).
Individual Differences. For exploratory purposes, I measured participants’ achievement
orientations (i.e., the tendency to value and pursue success in work; Hough, 1992) and their
leader attributional styles (i.e., the tendency to make internal versus external attributions across
various leadership contexts; Martinko et al., 2007). These measures are described further in
Appendix F.
Careless Responding Items. To further assess data quality, I administered three items
from Meade and Craig (2012) to assess careless responding. Participants indicated to what extent
they paid attention and exerted effort in the study (1 = Almost no”, 5 = “A lot of). Participants
also answered the following: “In your honest opinion, should we use your data in our analyses in
this study?” (Yes, No). Participants were assured that their responses would not influence
whether they would receive compensation. These items were ultimately not used for data
screening after determining that doing so did not affect the size or direction of obtained effects.21

20

Given the poor reliability for the items assessing desire to assign tasks representing individualized consideration, I
looked back at the data from Pilot Study 2.2. While I did not ask participants from the pilot study how much they
wanted to assign each task to Jesse, I asked them how likely they would be to assign each task. I thus investigated
the reliability of likelihood ratings for the individualized consideration and punishments tasks used in the main
study. Reliability for likelihood ratings within both sets of tasks were acceptable, α = .68 and α = .91, respectively,
although again the reliability for individualized consideration was relatively low.
21
Not including participants who failed either manipulation check, fifteen participants were flagged as potential
careless respondents. Of these participants, 6 stated that I should not use their data for analyses. Again, results did
not differ based on whether these participants were excluded or not, and so their data were retained to ensure
adequate statistical power.
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Study 2 Results
Table 10 contains descriptive statistics, reliability statistics, and bivariate correlations for
all measured study variables.
Manipulation Checks
The emotion expression manipulation check was significantly affected by the emotion
expression manipulation, Χ2(4) = 412.00, p < .001, but not by the task beliefs manipulation, Χ2(4)
= 1.78, p = .777. The task beliefs manipulation check was significantly affected by the task
beliefs manipulation, F(2, 197) = 425.38, p < .001, ηP2 = .812, but not by the emotion expression
manipulation nor the interaction, Fs ≤ 1.69, ps ≥ .187, ηP2s ≤ .017. The task was perceived as
most interesting in the interesting beliefs condition (M = 6.29), relatively neutral in the control
beliefs condition (M = 4.70), and least interesting in the boring beliefs condition (M = 1.61, ps <
.001).
Affective Reactions
Next, I conducted two-way ANOVA on each hypothesized affective (anger, guilt),
cognitive (inferences of job apathy), and behavioral reaction (punishment, individualized
consideration) toward the expresser.
Hypotheses 1a & 2a: Anger. I hypothesized that expressions of boredom would lead to
higher levels of managers’ anger, relative to expressions of enthusiasm or no expression
(Hypothesis 1a), particularly when the manager believes the task to be interesting, rather than
boring (Hypothesis 2a). The emotion expression manipulation significantly affected anger
toward the expresser, F(2, 197) = 6.60, p = .002, ηP2 = .063. Supporting Hypothesis 1a,
participants felt more anger in the boredom expression condition (M = 3.70) than in the
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enthusiasm expression condition (M = 2.68, p = .001) and in the control expression condition (M
= 2.76, p = .003). The latter two conditions did not significantly differ (p = .780).
The task beliefs manipulation also significantly affected anger, F(2, 197) = 8.05, p <
.001, ηP2 = .076. Participants reported more anger in the interesting beliefs (M = 3.66, p < .001)
and control beliefs conditions (M = 3.10, p = .020), than in the boring beliefs condition (M =
2.38). The former two conditions did not significantly differ (p = .066). Contrary to Hypothesis
2a, the interaction effect on anger was non-significant, F(2, 197) = 0.95, p = .438, ηP2 = .019.
Hypotheses 1b & 2b: Guilt. I hypothesized that expressions of boredom would lead to
higher levels of managers’ guilt, relative to expressions of enthusiasm or no expression
(Hypothesis 1b), particularly when the task is believed to be boring, rather than interesting
(Hypothesis 2b). The emotion expression manipulation significantly affected guilt, F(2, 197) =
5.33, p = .006, ηP2 = .051. Supporting Hypothesis 2b, guilt was higher when the subordinate
expressed boredom (M = 4.08), relative to enthusiasm (M = 3.19, p = .005) or no emotion (M =
3.15, p = .005). The latter two conditions did not significantly differ (p = .917).
The task beliefs manipulation also significantly affected guilt, F(2, 197) = 6.72, p = .001,
ηP2 = .064. Participants felt the least guilt when they believed the task was boring (M = 2.84),
relative to when they believed the task was interesting (M = 4.05, p < .001) or when they were
not sure what to believe about the task (M = 3.53, p = .031). The latter two conditions did not
differ (p = .099). While I did not hypothesize about the main effects of task beliefs on guilt, this
finding is surprising in that one would expect guilt to be higher, rather than lower, after assigning
a boring task, given that the task would likely be unpleasant for the subordinate to complete. One
possible reason for this finding is that participants may have engaged in rationalization by
convincing themselves that they did nothing wrong to the expresser, despite assigning the boring
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task. However, guilt was also strongly correlated with anger, r = .84, p < .001, and so self-reports
of guilt may have been influenced by feelings of anger. Therefore, it is important to interpret the
findings for guilt with caution. Lastly, contrary to Hypothesis 2b, the manipulations of emotionexpression and managerial beliefs about the task did not significantly interact to affect guilt, F(4,
197) = 1.03, p = .395, ηP2 = .020.
To summarize thus far, regarding affective reactions, the data support Hypotheses 1a and
1b, but not Hypotheses 2a or 2b. That is, expressions of boredom led to higher levels of
managerial anger and guilt, relative to expressions of enthusiasm or no emotion, regardless of the
manager’s beliefs about the task.
Cognitive Reactions
Hypotheses 3 & 4: Inferences About the Expresser’s Job Apathy. I hypothesized that
expressions of boredom would lead managers to attribute higher levels of job apathy to the
expresser, relative to expressions of enthusiasm or no expression (Hypothesis 3), especially when
they believe the task is interesting, rather than boring (Hypothesis 4). The emotion expression
manipulation significantly affected inferences of job apathy, F(2, 197) = 7.38, p = .001, ηP2 =
.070. Supporting Hypothesis 3, participants attributed significantly more apathy to a subordinate
who expressed boredom (M = 4.62), relative to enthusiasm (M = 3.80, p = .001) or no emotion
(M = 3.81, p = .001). The latter two conditions did not significantly differ (p = .982).
The task beliefs manipulation also significantly affected inferences of job apathy, F(2,
197) = 14.66, p < .001, ηP2 = .130. Unexpectedly, participants inferred that the expresser was
significantly less apathetic about the job when they believed the task was boring (M = 3.32),
relative to when they believed the task was interesting (M = 4.63, p < .001) or when they were
unsure of what to believe about the task (M = 4.28, p < .001). The latter two conditions did not
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significant differ (p = .137). It is possible that assigning a boring task may have caused
participants to attribute the expresser’s actions to the task, rather than the job as a whole. In other
words, participants may have made more situational attributions about the expresser (i.e., their
attitudes toward the task), relative to more stable inferences about the expresser (i.e., their
attitudes toward the job as a whole). Notably, earlier I found that guilt was affected by task
beliefs in a similar manner. It is thus possible that participants felt less guilt in the boring task
beliefs condition because they also viewed the subordinate as less apathetic toward the job,
which would reflect positively on the participant as the manager. Lastly, contrary to Hypothesis
4, the manipulations did not significantly interact to affect inferences of job apathy, F(4, 197) =
1.47, p = .214, ηP2 = .029.
To summarize, regarding cognitive reactions, the data support Hypothesis 3, but not
Hypothesis 4. That is, expressions of boredom led to stronger inferences of job apathy about the
expresser, relative to expressions of enthusiasm or no emotion, regardless of the manager’s
beliefs about the task.
Behavioral Reactions
I examined punishment and individualized consideration toward the expresser, both as (a)
the number of each type of task that was assigned to the expresser, and (b) the desire to assign
each set of tasks to the expresser. Note that my hypotheses regarding behavioral reactions pertain
to the moderated-mediation analyses that will be discussed after this section.
Punishment Toward the Expresser. Punishing task assignments were not significantly
affected by the emotion expression manipulation, F(2, 197) = 1.35, p = .263, ηP2 = .013, the task
beliefs manipulation, F(2, 197) = 2.72, p = .068, ηP2 = .027, nor their interaction, F(4, 197) =
0.35, p = .843, ηP2 = .007. However, when examining participants’ desires to assign punishing
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tasks, a significant main effect was found for emotion expression, F(2, 197) = 4.97, p = .008, ηP2
= .048. Participants more strongly wanted to assign punishing tasks not only to subordinates who
expressed boredom (M = 2.49), but also to those who expressed enthusiasm (M = 2.51), relative
to those who expressed no emotion (M = 2.01; p = .009 and p = .005, respectively). The boredom
and enthusiasm expression conditions did not significantly differ (p = .888).
While the increased desire to punish the bored employee aligns with my theoretical
rationale, the desire to punish the enthusiastic employee was surprising. There are multiple
possible explanations for this effect. First, enthusiastic employees may have been perceived as
more willing to complete various tasks, even those that are unpleasant. There may thus have
been a push-over effect, as I will call it, in which participants felt a stronger desire to give
unenjoyable tasks to an enthusiastic employee because the employee might react more favorably
than an unenthusiastic employee (i.e., they perceive the enthusiastic employee as a “push-over,”
so to speak). Second, participants may have wanted to balance the amount of interesting and
boring tasks that they allocate to the expresser. Participants may have believed that the
enthusiastic expresser enjoyed the previous task and should now complete something less
enjoyable. Third, the enthusiastic employee may have been perceived as having too much fun
with the task, which could be perceived as inappropriate at work (Decker, 2012). However,
research also suggests that people hold generally favorable attitudes toward workplace fun (Karl
et al., 2005). Lastly, participants may not have wanted to punish the enthusiastic employee, but
instead believed that the enthusiastic employee would be more likely to enjoy completing these
tasks, relative to other coworkers. In other words, employees who express enthusiasm could be
perceived as highly resilient, and thus more willing to handle additional work, even if others may
think that the work is unpleasant.
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Task beliefs significantly affected participants’ desire to punish the expresser, F(2, 197) =
18.42, p < .001, ηP2 = .158. Participants reported a lower desire to assign punishing tasks to the
expresser when the previous task was perceived as boring (M = 1.71), relative to when the
previous task was perceived as interesting (M = 2.77, p < .001) or when participants were unsure
of what to believe about the task (M = 2.52, p < .001). The latter two conditions did not
significantly differ (p = .148). Similar to the emotion expression findings above, participants may
have recognized that boring tasks are unpleasant, and may have wanted to assign fewer
punishing tasks to the expresser this time to avoid giving them too many unpleasant tasks.
Therefore, managers may make social comparisons among their employees, based on the
emotional signals that employees send, and may use these social comparisons to decide how to
allocate tasks. Lastly, the interaction effect was non-significant, F(4, 197) = 0.20, p = .936, ηP2 =
.004.
Individualized Consideration Toward the Expresser. The task beliefs manipulation
significantly affected the number of individually considerate tasks that participants assigned to
the expresser, F(2, 197) = 3.72, p = .026, ηP2 = .036. Participants gave more individually
considerate tasks to the subordinate when they believed the previous task was boring (M = 1.46),
relative to when they believed the previous task was interesting (M = 1.15, p = .045) or when
they were unsure of what to think about the previous task (M = 1.07, p = .009). The latter two
conditions did not significantly differ. Similar to my findings with the desire to punish the
expresser, participants may have potentially empathized with the expresser, who already
completed an unpleasant (i.e., boring) task. Participants may have tried to balance things out by
showing more individualized consideration toward the expresser. Neither the emotion expression
main effect, F(2, 197) = 1.22, p = .297, ηP2 = .012, nor the interaction were statistically
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significant, F(4, 197) = 0.87, p = .480, ηP2 = .017. Furthermore, participants’ desires to assign
individually considerate tasks were not significantly affected by the emotion expression
manipulation, F(2, 197) = 0.59, p = .556, ηP2 = .006, the task beliefs manipulation, F(2, 197) =
1.87, p = .156, ηP2 = .019, nor their interaction, F(4, 197) = 0.52, p = .719, ηP2 = .010.
Moderated-Mediation Analyses
I ran four moderated-mediation models, each examining a different dependent variable
(i.e., actual or intended punishment or individualized consideration), using ordinary least squares
(OLS) regression via the PROCESS macro (v3.5) for SPSS (model 8, Figure 4; Hayes, 2013). In
each model, the emotion expression and task beliefs manipulations were entered as independent
variables, anger, guilt, and apathy were simultaneously entered as mediators, and one
operationalization for either punishment or individualized consideration (i.e., number of tasks
assigned or desire to assign tasks) were entered as a dependent variable.22
Each manipulation has three discrete (i.e., non-continuous) levels and was thus
inappropriate for use in the moderated-mediation analyses, which assumes linear relationships
between all of the variables in the model. Thus, I used dummy-coded variables for each
manipulation, in which each experimental condition was contrasted against the remaining
conditions. The emotion expression manipulation was broken down into (a) enthusiasm
expression vs. other expressions conditions, and (b) boredom expression vs. other expression
conditions. The task beliefs manipulation was broken down into (a) interesting beliefs vs. other
beliefs conditions, and (b) boring beliefs vs. other beliefs conditions. Bootstrapping was used to

22

I chose to enter all mediators simultaneously in order to present the most comprehensive, streamlined model, and
to evaluate the relative contributions of each mediator to the overall model. I re-ran my analyses with each mediator
examined individually, and found that while each mediator predicted some or all of the dependent variables, the
effects of the manipulations did not substantially differ between the simultaneous-mediator and individual-mediator
models.
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estimate indirect effects (5,000 resamples). All direct effects are presented in Table 11.
Unstandardized effects, standard errors, and confidence intervals (for indirect effects) are
reported for all analyses.
Direct Effects of Manipulations on Mediators. The direct effects of my manipulations
on the mediators were identical across all four moderated-mediation models, and so I only
discuss them once here. Similar to my earlier ANOVA findings, significant main effects were
found for the boredom expression dummy-coded variable, such that guilt (B = 1.11, SE = .54, p =
.041) and perceived job apathy (B = .86, SE = .41, p = .037) were higher when boredom was
expressed, relative to the other expression conditions. However, unlike my earlier ANOVA
findings in which boredom expression led to higher levels of anger than enthusiasm expression
or no expression, the boredom expression dummy-coded variable did not significantly affect
anger (B = .96, SE = .53, p = .070). Notably, the difference in my findings for anger here versus
in the earlier ANOVAs appears to be due to the main effects and interaction terms all being
examined within the same step of the regression., rather than in a stepwise fashion (i.e.,
examining main effects first, and then subsequently entering interaction terms in a second step).
Different from the earlier ANOVAs, the enthusiasm expression and boring task beliefs
dummy-coded variables significantly interacted to affect perceived job apathy (B = -1.29, SE =
.60, p = .033). As shown in Figure 5, while participants perceived the lowest levels of job apathy
in the boring task beliefs condition, this was especially the case when the expresser appeared
enthusiastic, relative to appearing bored or showing no emotion. While I did not hypothesize
such an effect, this pattern makes sense. Boring tasks are unpleasant to perform, and people may
infer that someone must greatly enjoy their job if they can still show enthusiasm during these
tasks. There were no other significant main or interactive effects on the mediators.
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Hypothesis 5: Direct Effects on Punishment.23 The number of punishing tasks assigned
to the expresser (Model 1, Table 11) was significantly predicted only by inferences of job
apathy, but not by any of the other predictors in the model. Specifically, job apathy positively
predicted the number of punishing tasks that were assigned to the expresser (B = .12, SE = .04, p
= .007). In other words, participants generally assigned more punishing tasks to subordinates
who they perceived as being more apathetic. Similar to the earlier ANOVAs, neither
manipulation directly affected the number of punishing tasks assigned.
I next examined participants’ desires to assign punishing tasks to the expresser (Model 2,
Table 11). First, partly replicating the ANOVA results, the enthusiasm expression dummy-coded
variable had a significant direct effect (B = .47, SE = .22, p = .039), such that participants more
strongly wanted to assign punishments to employees who expressed enthusiasm, relative to
boredom or no emotion. However, contrary to the earlier ANOVA findings, in which boredom
expressions led to greater desires to punish the expresser than no expression, the direct effect of
the boredom expression dummy-coded variable was non-significant (B = .21, SE = .24, p = .385).
Second, significant and positive direct effects were found for guilt (B = .13, SE = .06, p = .019)
and perceived job apathy (B = .31, SE = .06, p < .001). Given that boredom expression was
found to affect both guilt and job apathy earlier in this same analysis, guilt and job apathy may
have accounted for the effects of boredom expression on desires to punish the expresser.
The results above support Hypothesis 5b, that inferences of job apathy will positively
predict punishment. Contrary to Hypothesis 5a, anger did not predict either form of punishment
(i.e., tasks assigned, desire to assign tasks). At the bivariate level, anger was significantly and
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Note that because I am examining moderated-mediation, I am essentially controlling for all of my mediators when
examining direct effects of my manipulations on each dependent variable. Therefore, any differences between the
results above and my earlier ANOVA findings for punishment and individualized consideration may reflect the
inclusion of anger, guilt, and job apathy in the model.
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positively correlated with the desire to punish the expresser (r = .54, p < .001), but not the
number of punishing tasks that were actually assigned (r = .13, p = .056). Based on these
correlations, it is possible that managers may regulate their emotional reactions, in that they may
want to punish subordinates that they feel anger toward, but may not necessarily always do so.
Hypothesis 5a thus received partial support overall. Contrary to Hypothesis 5c, while guilt
predicted the desire to punish the expresser in the moderated-mediation analyses above, the
relationship was negative. Furthermore, guilt had significant and positive bivariate correlations
with both forms of punishment (r = .16 and r = .56, respectively, ps ≤ .023). Hypothesis 5c thus
was not supported.
Hypothesis 7: Direct Effects on Individualized Consideration. Both forms of
individualized consideration – i.e., the number of tasks assigned and the desire to assign such
tasks (Models 3 & 4, respectively, Table 11) – were significantly and negatively predicted by
inferences about the expresser’s job apathy (tasks assigned: B = -.17, SE = .06, p = .003; desire:
B = -.19, SE = .06, p = .002). No other significant main or interactive effects were found, which
(a) replicates my earlier ANOVA findings for desires to assign individualized consideration
tasks, but (b) does not replicate my ANOVA findings for actual individualized consideration
tasks, which had earlier been affected by task beliefs.
The results support Hypothesis 7b – that inferences of job apathy will negatively predict
individualized consideration – but do not support Hypotheses 7a or 7c – that anger and guilt will
negatively and positively predict individualized consideration, respectively. However, at the
bivariate level, anger was significantly and negatively correlated with both forms of
individualized consideration (i.e., tasks assigned, desire to assign tasks; r = -.34 and r = -.19,
respectively, ps ≤ .006), which partially supports Hypothesis 7a. Contrary to Hypothesis 7c, guilt
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was negatively (rather than positively) correlated with both forms of individualized consideration
(r = -.32 and r = -.22, respectively, ps ≤ .002). Hypothesis 7c was thus not supported.
Hypotheses 6 & 8: Indirect Effects and Moderated-Mediation Effects on
Punishment and Individualized Consideration. In Hypotheses 6 and 8, I predicted that the
interactive effect of boredom expression and beliefs about the expresser’s tasks on punishment
and individualized consideration, respectively, will be mediated by (a) anger, (b) guilt, and (c)
inferences of job apathy.
Table 12 includes moderated-mediation indices and conditional indirect effects for all
analyses. For brevity, while I will discuss which effects were statistically significant versus nonsignificant, I will only provide additional elaboration on statistically significant effects. As
described earlier, I used dummy-coded variables as predictors for the moderated-mediation
analyses because each manipulation has three discrete (i.e., non-continuous) levels. There were
two dummy-coded variables per manipulation, and so four moderated-mediation indices were
generated per mediator, representing the moderation effects of each task beliefs dummy-code on
each emotion expression dummy-code. Whenever a moderated-mediation index was statistically
significant (i.e., the indirect effects significantly differed between the task beliefs conditions), I
probed the effect further by examining the conditional indirect effects of the emotion expression
dummy-coded variable at each level of the task beliefs manipulation. Whenever the moderatedmediation index was statistically non-significant (i.e., the indirect effects did not significantly
differ between the task beliefs conditions), I followed up by examining the overall indirect
effects (i.e., collapsing across the task beliefs conditions) of each emotion expression variable via
each mediator.
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To aid with understanding my analytical approach above, I will provide an analogy
comparing moderated-mediation indices and indirect effects to two-way ANOVA. A significant
moderated-mediation index is analogous to a significant interaction effect in an ANOVA (i.e.,
the indirect effect of emotion expression on the dependent variable significantly differs between
the task beliefs conditions). Conditional indirect effects are thus akin to probing an interaction
through post-hoc analyses (i.e., examining the indirect effects at each level of the task beliefs
manipulation, to see how they differ from one another). In cases where the moderated-mediation
indices were not significant (i.e., akin to a non-significant interaction effect), I instead examined
the overall indirect effect, which is analogous to examining a main effect of an independent
variable (i.e., whether emotion expression has a significant indirect effect on the dependent
variable, regardless of task beliefs). My rationale for examining the overall indirect effect is that
moderated-mediation indices only indicate whether the indirect effect of emotion expression
differs between the task beliefs conditions, and does not indicate whether emotion expression has
any significant indirect effects in general.
Next, I will discuss each mediator in turn.
Anger. Across all analyses, no significant moderated-mediation effects were found with
anger as a mediator (see Table 12). Hypotheses 6a and 8a thus were not supported. Follow-up
analyses revealed that, even after collapsing across the task beliefs conditions, anger did not
mediate the effects of boredom expression or enthusiasm expression on any of the dependent
variables.
Guilt. As with anger, no significant moderated-mediation effects were found with guilt as
a mediator (see Table 12). Thus, Hypotheses 6b and 8b were not supported. Follow-up analyses
revealed that, when collapsing across the task beliefs conditions, guilt did not mediate the effects
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of boredom expression or enthusiasm expression on most of the dependent variables, except for
the desire to punish the expresser. Specifically, regardless of task beliefs, boredom expressions
predicted significantly stronger desires to punish the expresser via guilt, relative to enthusiasm
expression or no emotion expression (indirect effect = .11, SE = 06, 95% CI [.01, .24]).
Job Apathy. Several effects were found with job apathy as a mediator. I will discuss
these findings in two segments, based on each emotion expression dummy-coded variable: (a)
the effects of boredom expression, relative to the other emotion expression conditions, and (b)
the effects of enthusiasm expression, relative to the other emotion expression conditions.
First, when examining boredom expressions, none of the moderated-mediation indices
were statistically significant. However, follow-up analyses revealed that, when collapsing across
the task beliefs conditions, there were significant indirect effects of boredom expression on
actual punishment (indirect effect = .10, SE = 05, 95% CI [.03, .20]), desire to give punishment
(indirect effect = .27, SE = .09, 95% CI [.09, .46]), actual individualized consideration (indirect
effect = -.15, SE = .06, 95% CI [-.28, -.05]), and desire to provide individualized consideration
(indirect effect = -.15, SE = .07, 95% CI [ -.31, -.04]) via inferences of job apathy, relative to
enthusiasm expression or no expression. The data thus suggest that while boredom expressions
predict (a) more (actual or desired) punishment of the expresser and (b) less (actual or desired)
individualized consideration toward the expresser via stronger inferences of expresser job
apathy, these effects do not depend on the managers’ beliefs about the task.
Next, I examined moderated-mediation effects with the enthusiasm expression dummycoded variable. When examining the interesting task beliefs dummy-coded variable as the
moderator (i.e., interesting task beliefs vs. other beliefs conditions), significant moderatedmediation effects were found for both forms of punishment (tasks assigned: index = -.15, SE =
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.09, 95% CI [-.38, -.01]; desire to assign tasks: index = -.40, SE = .20, 95% CI [-.85, -.05]) and
both forms of individualized consideration (tasks assigned: index = .22, SE = .13, 95% CI [.02,
.51]; desire to assign tasks: index = .25, SE = .14, 95% CI [.02, .57]). No significant moderatedmediation effects were found with the boring task beliefs dummy-coded variable (i.e., boring
task beliefs vs. other beliefs conditions).
Having found evidence of moderated-mediation, I next examined the conditional indirect
effects of the enthusiasm expression dummy-coded variable at each level of the task beliefs
manipulation. As shown in Table 12 (Models 1 & 2), enthusiasm expressions significantly and
negatively predicted punishment via inferences of job apathy, but only when the manager
believed the task to be boring (tasks assigned: indirect effect = -.10, SE = .06, 95% CI [-.23, .002]; desire to assign tasks: indirect effect = -.25, SE = .14, 95% CI [-.55, -.02]). Likewise, with
individualized consideration (Models 3 & 4, Table 12), enthusiasm expressions significantly and
positively predicted individualized consideration via job apathy inferences, but only when the
manager believed the task to be boring (tasks assigned: indirect effect = .14, SE = .08, 95% CI
[.01, .32]; desire to assign tasks: indirect effect = .16, SE = .10, 95% CI [.003, .37]).
In other words, expressions of enthusiasm may cause observers to perceive the expresser
as less apathetic toward their job, which in turn predicts less (actual and desired) punishment and
more (actual and desired) individualized consideration toward the expresser, and this is
particularly the case when enthusiasm is expressed in response to a perceivably boring task.
While these findings overall do not fully align with Hypotheses 6c and 8c, I nevertheless
interpret them as providing partial support in that both task beliefs and inferences about job
apathy influenced behavior toward expressers showed boredom, enthusiasm, and no emotion.
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However, Hypotheses 6a, 6b, 8a, and 8b were not supported, in that no moderated-mediation
effects were found with anger or guilt on any of the dependent variables.
Study 2 Discussion
In Study 2, I found that boredom expressions from a subordinate can lead to various
affective, cognitive, and behavioral reactions toward the expresser. Regarding affective
reactions, as proposed in Hypotheses 1a and 1b, people reacted with greater anger and guilt
toward subordinates who expressed boredom, relative to those who expressed enthusiasm or no
emotion. My findings with anger suggests that managers may feel wronged when they perceive
an expression of boredom from a subordinate (Gibson & Callister, 2010), whereas my findings
with guilt suggest that boredom expressions can also cause managers to feel an unpleasant sense
of responsibility for causing the expresser to feel inadequately stimulated. Altogether, these
findings suggest that managers can appraise boredom expressions in various ways, which can
evoke different emotional reactions. A question for future research is thus what characteristics of
the manager may influence the various ways in which boredom expressions are appraised and
reacted to (e.g., the manager’s self-efficacy for carrying out their role).
The data also suggest that expressions of boredom can influence how expressers are
perceived by their managers. Specifically, as proposed in Hypothesis 3, expressions of boredom
led people to infer that the expresser was more apathetic about the job, relative to expressions of
enthusiasm or no emotion. Boredom expressions may thus cause managers to form internal
attributions about the expresser, namely regarding their general attitudes about the job.
Furthermore, the data suggest that inferences of job apathy play an important role in mediating
the effects of boredom and enthusiasm expressions on managerial behavior (i.e., punishment and
individualized consideration). No evidence of mediation was found with anger, and very limited
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evidence was found with guilt. Thus, cognitive reactions may play a stronger role than affective
reactions in mediating observers’ behavior toward boredom individuals. Alternatively, there may
be additional emotional reactions that play a more central role than anger and guilt in mediating
reactions to boredom expressions.
There was partial evidence that boredom expressions can influence both actual and
desired behavior toward the expresser. Relative to no expression, boredom expressions led to
stronger desires to assign punishing tasks to the expresser. Notably, my findings with behavioral
desires did not always mirror my findings with actual behavior. It is possible that situational
constraints may have influenced whether desires to punish versus give individualized
consideration to the expresser translated into actual punishment versus individualized
consideration, respectively. For example, participants may have limited the number of
individualized consideration tasks they gave to the expresser, to avoid showing favoritism (recall
that other team members were described as also being able to perform the additional tasks). As
another example, because participants believed they were completing a managerial simulation,
they may have wanted to punish the expresser, but decided not to do so for various reasons that
would make them appear less effective as a manager, such as receiving backlash from the
expresser, or because they believed that punishing someone would reflect negatively on
themselves.24
Interestingly, enthusiasm expressions led to stronger desires to punish the subordinate,
relative to no emotion expression, and also indirectly predicted weaker desires to punish the
24

For exploratory purposes, given that 66.5% of the sample reported having worked as a manager in the past, I reran my analyses to examine whether managerial experience influenced my findings. Specifically, I examined
whether results were influenced by (a) controlling for managerial experience in a two-way ANCOVA, or by (b)
adding managerial experience as an independent variable in a three-way ANOVA. Across both sets of analyses,
managerial experience was not a significant covariate and did not meaningfully moderate the original effects from
the original two-way ANOVAs, respectively. Therefore, it is unlikely that managerial experience influenced my
obtained findings.
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subordinate via inferences of job apathy. There may be multiple mediating pathways by which
enthusiasm can simultaneously predict higher or lower levels of the same behavior. While
enthusiasm expression was not central to my dissertation, I highlight this finding as an
interesting future research direction.
Task beliefs generally did not moderate reactions to boredom expressions, contrary to
Hypotheses 2a, 2b, 4, 6a, 6b, 8a, and 8b, and instead mainly moderated the effects of enthusiasm
expression. However, there was partial support for Hypotheses 6c and 8c, although task beliefs
mainly moderated the indirect effects of enthusiasm expressions (not boredom expression) on
punishment and individualized consideration via inferences of job apathy. One reason for the
lack of moderation effects is that managerial beliefs about the task may simply have a weak
influence on reactions to boredom expressions. Given that job apathy played a central role in
mediating behavioral reactions toward bored individuals, participants could have made
fundamental attribution errors about bored individuals, regardless of beliefs about the task. A
fruitful future research direction would thus be to further examine the extent to which people
make fundamental attribution errors about bored individuals, and what can potentially be done to
overcome such fundamental attribution errors.
To summarize, I found support for Hypotheses 1a, 1b, and 3, according to which
expressions of boredom lead to higher levels of observer anger, guilt, and job apathy,
respectively. Hypotheses 5a and 7a received partial support, in that I found mixed evidence that
anger positively predicted punishment and negatively predicted individualized consideration,
respectively. Supporting Hypotheses 5b and 7b, inferences of job apathy positively predicted
punishment and negatively predicted individualized consideration. Hypotheses 5c and 7c were
not supported, in that guilt positively (rather than negatively) predicted punishment, and
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negatively (rather than positively) predicted individualized consideration, respectively. Lastly,
task beliefs did not significantly moderate the direct or indirect effects of boredom expression on
any of the affective, cognitive, or behavioral reactions.
Lastly, the results of Study 2 should be taken in light of its potential limitations. I relied
primarily on self-report data, and so my data could have been influenced by different biases such
as social desirability biases, leniency effects, or other factors that could contribute to common
method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Additionally, I used vignettes to examine the
phenomena of interest, and so there is a risk that my findings may not generalize to “real-life”
situations. I discuss these limitations further in the general discussion below.
General Discussion
Boredom is a common experience in the workplace (Chin et al., 2017; Mael & Jex,
2015), yet little is known about how people react toward employees who express boredom. My
goal was thus to set an empirical foundation for research on boredom expression by illuminating
the various ways in which people react to expressions of boredom at work. To create this
foundation, I drew from emotions-as-social-information (EASI) theory (van Kleef, 2014) to posit
that boredom expressions signal to others that the expresser is inadequately stimulated, and that
how others subsequently behave should depend on what inferences and emotions are evoked by
the expression, and on the broader context in which the expression occurs. In Study 1, I then
identified a broad array of affective, cognitive, and behavioral reactions that people may have
toward employee expressions of boredom across various work contexts, thus illustrating the
scope of possible reactions that may occur. In Study 2, I focused specifically on the managerial
context and provided evidence that expressions of boredom can influence managers’ emotions,
thoughts, and behaviors toward subordinates. Altogether, my research findings lend support to
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the perspective that boredom expressions send a social signal that the expresser is inadequately
stimulated, which can subsequently motivate others to help, harm, and/or avoid the expresser.
Study 1 and Study 2 have several similarities and differences that the findings should be
considered in light of. First, both studies involve understanding reactions toward expressions of
boredom from the perspective of an observer, and focus particularly on affective, cognitive, and
behavioral reactions, based on the logic outlined by the EASI theory of emotion expression (van
Kleef, 2014). Therefore, both studies allow me to examine similar categories of reactions, albeit
in different ways, from a common perspective (i.e., that of the observer). Second, in Study 1 I
examined recalled different situations in which someone expressed boredom at work, whereas in
Study 2 I presented participants with the same situation. Thus, in Study 1 I was able to examine a
variety of contexts in which boredom expressions may occur, whereas in Study 2 I did a closer
investigation of one particular context (i.e., the managerial context). Study 1 also allowed me to
consider historical or relational variables, such as the relationship or work history between the
expresser and the observer. Notably, as I will discuss, several findings converged between both
studies, which lends greater credibility to the validity of my findings in the current research.
Theoretical Contributions
I will discuss five theoretical contributions of my research. First, my research provides a
deeper understanding of boredom expression in the workplace, a phenomenon that, to my
knowledge, has received no research attention to date. Most emotion expression research has
focused on the interpersonal effects of a handful of emotions, such as happiness, anger, sadness,
disappointment, and pride. I extend this body of research by showing that boredom expressions
can influence observers’ emotions, thoughts, and, in turn, behaviors toward the expresser.
Particularly striking in Study 1 was the breadth of reactions that occurred in response to boredom
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expressions, including various hedonically-pleasant (e.g., gratitude, empathy) and hedonicallyunpleasant emotions (e.g., fear, boredom), cognitions and attitudes (e.g., state and dispositional
inferences about the expresser, thoughts of helping or punishing the expresser), and behaviors
(e.g., support, punishment). Among these reactions, I found causal evidence in Study 2 that
boredom expressions lead to managerial anger and guilt, and inferences about the expresser as
being apathetic toward the job. Through inferences of job apathy in particular, boredom
expressions also indirectly predicted both punishment and individualized consideration toward
the expresser.
While not a primary goal of my research, my findings in Study 2 also provide an
understanding of enthusiasm expressions at work, and show that enthusiasm expressions can
sometimes lead to unfavorable outcomes for employees (i.e., stronger desires to punish the
expresser). I offered the explanation of a push-over effect. That is, people may perceive an
enthusiastic employee as more willing to take on various work tasks. In turn, people may want to
take advantage of the employee’s enthusiasm by assigning them unpleasant tasks. However, such
an explanation could imply that the punitive tasks in Study 2 were not perceived as a punishment
in a transactional sense (i.e., not as a corrective or retributive action), but rather as unpleasant
tasks that needed to be completed. Notably, researchers have shown that leaders can enact
punishments that are not contingent on performance (Podsakoff et al., 1982), and so it is possible
that punishments can be given for a variety of reasons. Future research is thus needed to better
understand the underlying mechanisms for these effects occurred, possibly using a different
operationalization of punishment.
Second, beyond elucidating how people react to boredom expressions, my research
findings contribute to an understanding of boredom more broadly. There is limited research on
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boredom in the workplace, in general. My research thus calls attention to an understudied
emotion that can have potentially important implications for work behavior (Fisher, 2018).
Furthermore, whereas most boredom research to date has focused on how people regulate their
own boredom, my research emphasizes boredom regulation as an interpersonal process in which
others can help regulate one’s boredom. Additionally, my findings from Study 1 highlight
various ways in which employees can express boredom, some of which can be favorable or
unfavorable for the organization. While boredom was sometimes expressed through reductions in
productivity (e.g., the expresser avoiding their work or slowing down), boredom was at other
times expressed through proactive attempts to seek out new, additional, or more complex work.
Thus, boredom may not always be undesirable for organizations, in that it can signal that the
employee wants to find new or different ways to contribute.
Third, my research contributes to social-functional theories of emotion (Keltner & Haidt,
2001). Social-functional theorists argue that each emotion serves a unique social function, and,
under the appropriate conditions, can lead to adaptive outcomes for the person feeling or
expressing the emotion and/or the broader group. Emotion expressions in particular possess a
social-communicative function by signaling information to others about the expresser’s current
state (Hess & Hareli, 2017; Hess & Thibault, 2009), in turn influencing how others behave
toward the expresser. My research indicates that this may be the case with boredom. While I
found in both studies that observers can react in ways that are unfavorable for employees who
express boredom, such as by punishing the expresser, Study 1 also revealed that observers can
support and motivate expressers in order to help alleviate boredom. Thus, my findings indicate
that people can react to boredom expressions in ways that are favorable, unfavorable, or neither
favorable nor unfavorable for the expresser.
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Fourth, my research contributes to the leadership literature. By focusing on managerial
reactions to expressions of boredom in Study 2, my research facilitates an understanding of
upward emotion expressions from subordinates to managers, whereas much of the emotion
expression research in leadership contexts has focused on downward emotion expressions from
managers to subordinates. Furthermore, recent leadership research has emphasized the need to
understand what causes leadership behavior (e.g., Kelemen et al., 2020). My findings from both
studies suggest that boredom expressions can trigger leadership behaviors. In Study 1, managers
were more likely than non-managers to respond to boredom expressions with instrumental
action, such as providing support to or punishing the expresser, and were less likely to engage in
avoidance when boredom was expressed. In Study 2, boredom expressions predicted more
punishment and less individualized consideration toward expressers via inferences of job apathy.
However, based on my findings (or lack thereof) regarding task beliefs, I could not identify a
contextual factor that influences when and how leaders behave toward bored individuals in
different ways. Further research is thus needed regarding how the context affects leaders’
reactions to boredom expressions. Additionally, in Study 2 I found instances in which boredom
expression influenced behavioral intentions differently from actual behaviors toward the
expresser. Therefore, behavioral intentions do not always translate into actual behaviors. This
disconnect could have occurred for various reasons in the current research, such as participants
not wanting to show favoritism in some cases (e.g., wanting to assign more individualized
consideration tasks, but choosing not to), not trusting the employee to complete the additional
tasks successfully in other cases (hence limiting the number of tasks given to the employee in
general), and more. Additional research is thus needed to identify under what conditions
boredom expressions influence actual leadership behavior, rather than just behavioral intentions,
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as well as what factors cause leaders’ behavioral intentions to align versus misalign with their
actual behaviors.
Lastly, beyond boredom expression, my research findings contribute to theory and
research on emotion expressions and, more generally, emotion regulation in the workplace.
Emotion expression scholars argue that people’s reactions to emotion expressions are shaped by
the perceived appropriateness of the expression (Cheshin, 2020; Shields, 2005). In Study 1, I
found that people can evaluate multiple aspects of the expression as being (in)appropriate, such
as the (in)appropriateness of the emotion itself versus the manner in which the emotion was
expressed. These separate evaluations sometimes diverged. For example, boredom could be
perceived as appropriate to experience, whereas the way in which boredom is expressed could be
perceived as inappropriate. Future research should thus tease apart whether reactions to emotion
expressions differ when these various (in)appropriateness judgments converge versus diverge.
My findings from Study 1 also revealed parallels with the literatures on both coping and social
support. Specifically, a subset of behavioral reactions toward employees who expressed boredom
resembled interpersonal forms of emotion-focused and problem-focused coping (Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984), in which observers tried to alleviate the expresser’s hedonically-unpleasant
emotions versus resolve the underlying cause of boredom, respectively. Likewise, these two sets
of behaviors were identical to two common forms of social support known as non-instrumental
(or emotional) and instrumental social support, respectively (Morelli et al., 2015).
Managerial and Additional Practical Implications
My research findings have important practical implications for managers. First, my
research suggests that boredom expressions can provide managers with meaningful information
about employees, their tasks or work, and even the broader organizational environment. While
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the expression of boredom can be disruptive under some circumstances, in other circumstances it
can signal areas where the work environment could be improved for employees, such as when an
employee’s tasks are too far above or below their skill level. Managers may benefit from paying
closer attention to expressions of boredom from employees, and first considering why boredom is
being expressed before acting. Doing so may allow managers to learn more about their
employees’ needs, potentially allowing for more effective talent management. However,
employees may feel apprehensive of expressing boredom, which poses a challenge in that
managers cannot address boredom if they do not know whether their employees are bored. As a
possible solution, managers may benefit by creating a psychologically safe climate in which
boredom can be expressed, or by providing opportunities for employees to express boredom
privately such as by checking in with employees regularly. Such an approach could help create
contexts in which employees can express boredom in an appropriate manner. Doing so would
require managers to maintain an openness toward allowing employees to express boredom,
rather than considering it as something that is inherently counterproductive.
Second, managers have a potentially large “toolkit,” so to speak, in the ways they can
behave toward bored employees. The data suggest that people can react to employee expressions
of boredom through offering them new tasks, avoidance or ignoring, reprimanding, socializing,
and much more. Each of these reactions could have different implications for the employee, the
manager, others in the work environment, and the broader organization. Therefore, it is
important for managers to consider the implications of how they behave toward their employee,
which would also require considering the broader context in which boredom is being expressed.
For instance, while punishment may deter an isolated occurrence of boredom, it may do little to
address more chronic cases of boredom in which an employee is frequently bored. In such cases

99

of chronic boredom, managers may consider whether there are any systemic problems that are
causing employees to express boredom frequently. For example, the job may be misaligned with
the employee’s skills and abilities, in which case managers may benefit from allowing the
employee to craft their job, or by moving the employee into a different role with better fit. As
another example, the employee’s job may involve unnecessary barriers that prevent them from
being adequately stimulated by their work (e.g., slow computer systems, unnecessary
bureaucracy or administrative tasks). By removing these barriers, managers could enable their
employees to re-engage with their work.
A third, final implication for managers pertains to the specific point in time in which the
current research has taken place. For many, boredom at work is inevitable. It occurs in all kinds
of jobs (Loukidou et al., 2009), and is especially prominent in our current age of quarantines,
social distancing, and virtual work brought about by the COVID-19 pandemic (Brooks et al.,
2020). It is particularly important now, more than ever, to be able to effectively manage boredom
at work. My data suggest that employees most often express boredom physically, but how can
boredom be expressed – and thus acted upon – in the virtual workplace? Similar to my earlier
recommendation, managers may consider taking more active steps to detect employee boredom,
such as by holding one-on-one meetings with employees to discuss whether they are
experiencing boredom, or by requiring the use of web cameras during larger group meetings so
that expressions of boredom can be detected. While managers cannot change the broader
circumstances relating to COVID-19 and social distancing, they may still find ways to improve
the virtual work environment by allowing employees to express boredom safely and openly.
Notably, however, data were collected during COVID-19, and so my findings could partially
reflect that this is the case. Additional research is needed in this area once the pandemic subsides.
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Lastly, albeit broader than a managerial implication, an important question remains: how
can employees reap the benefits of expressing boredom? While employees could potentially
mask their boredom, such as by expressing a different emotion such as enthusiasm, the data
suggest that this can sometimes backfire in the form of receiving more unpleasant work.
Furthermore, such an approach may enable others to ignore the underlying problem that is
causing boredom. Instead, employees may consider being strategic about how (rather than
whether) to express boredom. For example, an employee who is bored because they are underchallenged may consider communicating to their manager that they want to make a stronger
contribution to the company. In other words, the employee may reframe their expression of
boredom instead as passion (i.e., a desire to more strongly contribute to the organization), thus
alleviating some of the social desirability issues relating to being perceived as bored. As another
example, an employee who is bored because they find their work uninteresting may ask their
manager if there are additional ways to get involved, which could facilitate the employee finding
new or additional sources of stimulation from work.
Limitations and Future Research Directions
The current research has limitations that must be addressed. First, both of my studies
relied on same-source data that were measured at one time point. Therefore, my findings could
potentially be influenced by common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, the
methodological designs that I proposed were deemed important as first steps in developing a
research stream around boredom expression. The qualitative approach of Study 1 provided rich
narrative data from which initial theory could be developed, and the experimental vignettes used
in Study 2 allowed me to examine reactions to boredom expressions while holding potentially
contaminating aspects of the expresser and the situation constant. Furthermore, by using different
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methodologies across studies, I found converging evidence for several types of reactions that can
occur in response to expressions of boredom, thus supporting the validity of my findings.
Nevertheless, future research on boredom expression should use additional methodologies that
circumvent the issues associated with cross-sectional, same-source data, such as experience
sampling methods and dyadic approaches.
Second, in addition to being cross-sectional, my studies relied on self-reported data,
which can include cognitive biases such as memory and integration issues (Fredrickson &
Kahneman, 1993), social desirability and self-presentation biases (Paulhus, 1991), and framing
effects in which item phrasing can influence responses (Schwarz, 1999). I maintain that selfreports were important for the current research, especially given the limited extant research on
boredom expression, in that they provide insights into people’s subjective experiences.
Nevertheless, future research should measure reactions to boredom expressions using additional
approaches, such as physiological, implicit, or non-intrusive behavioral measures.
Third, in Study 2 I used vignettes to manipulate the factors hypothesized to influence
reactions to boredom expression, which some may critique as lacking ecological validity because
participants read a hypothetical situation, rather than actually experiencing the situation. I
maintain that vignette approaches are essential for allowing researchers to examine
psychological and organizational phenomena with high degrees of experimental control (Aguinis
& Bradley, 2014), thus maximizing the internal validity of my research. However, future
research should certainly examine boredom expression in real-world or other high-fidelity
settings. For example, researchers may leverage experience sampling to examine whether daily
employee reports of boredom expression predict later behaviors from managers or other
coworkers.
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Researchers may also consider different operationalizations of boredom expression
beyond those in the current research, such as by manipulating whether a confederate expresses
boredom in a lab setting (e.g., working on a joint task in a lab or over a video conferencing
platform), or by using video-recorded vignettes rather than text-based vignettes. Researchers
could also explore boredom expression using observational methodologies, such as by having
participants work together on a task, coding instances when each participant appears bored and
examining whether this influences the partner’s behavior.
Fourth, I identified several affective reactions to boredom expressions in Study 1 that
were not examined in Study 2 (e.g., empathy, fear, and reciprocal boredom). Therefore, my
findings in Study 2 may omit several additional reactions that would have been equally or more
important to examine than anger and guilt. Additional research is thus needed to examine these
other reactions. Such research may also re-examine anger and guilt using different measures
from those used in Study 2, given the strong correlation I obtained between anger and guilt.
Doing so will researchers to better determine whether anger and guilt are indeed reactions of
boredom expression, or if they both were indicative of a more generalized hedonicallyunpleasant affective reaction. Future research may also explore additional reactions that were
uncovered in Study 1, but not measured in Study 2, such as empathy, perceptions of
(in)appropriateness, or avoidance. Given the complexity of the moderated-mediation findings in
Study 2, researchers may also consider using other designs that allow for tests of moderatedmediation, such as a two-step experimental approach (Stone-Romero & Rosopa, 2011) or a
moderation-of-process design (Muller et al., 2005; Vancouver & Carlson, 2015).
A fifth limitation pertains to the manner in which I operationalized punishment in Study
2. Specifically, I operationalized punishment as the number of unpleasant tasks assigned to the
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expresser. The results of my pilot research indicated that these tasks were only moderately
perceived as punishment, potentially because they were more covert than traditional forms of
punishment (e.g., withholding rewards, actively reprimanding the employee). Additionally, while
I conceptualized punishment as a type of corrective behavior, it is unclear as to whether
assigning unpleasant tasks actually serves a corrective purpose. Thus, my operationalization of
punishment could have represented a different, but related construct, such as aggression, harming
behavior, or incivility. Future boredom expression research should thus explore different
operationalizations of punishment that are more closely aligned with its conceptualization as a
form of corrective behavior.
Lastly, while I found in Study 1 that managers sometimes reacted to expressions of
boredom by providing instrumental support to the expresser (instances of which resembled
individualized consideration), I found in Study 2 that boredom expressions led to lower levels of
individualized consideration (mediated by inferences of job apathy). One possibility for this
discrepancy is that my findings in Study 1 could reflect social desirability biases, in that
participants tried to portray themselves in a positive light by describing themselves as being
supportive of the expresser. A second possibility is that I did not measure other mediating
reactions through boredom expressions that could indirectly predict individualized consideration,
such as empathy. Additional research is thus needed to help further clarify the relationship
between boredom expression and individualized consideration.
I will offer additional research directions based on my findings. In Study 2, I found that
manager’s beliefs about the expresser’s tasks (i.e., as interesting, boring, or neither) did not
influence reactions to boredom expressions, although there was some evidence that they may
influence reactions to enthusiasm expressions. Several contextual factors may influence how
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people react to expressions of boredom at work. Given the mediating effects of inferences of job
apathy, I suggest further exploring the moderating effects of factors relating to internal versus
external attributions about the expresser. People may also behave differently toward bored
employees depending on the quality of their work relationship, which is another potentially
fruitful research direction. Additionally, researchers may consider whether reactions toward
expressions of boredom are influenced by the gender or age of the expresser, given norms and
stereotypes that are associated with different groups within each of these demographic
categories. For instance, it would be both practically and theoretically important to examine
whether people manage male, female, or non-binary employees differently when they express
boredom, and whether older or younger employees generally experience different treatment for
expressing boredom.
Characteristics of the observer may also play an important role in shaping how they
appraise and react to the expression of boredom. It may thus prove fruitful to examine whether
reactions to boredom expressions are moderated by observer characteristics such as personality
(e.g., self-esteem, social desirability, cynicism), demographics (sex, race, age), and more.
Researchers may also examine if culture influences whether and how people generally express
boredom at work. For example, given that cultures vary in their values of performance and
workplace excellence (i.e., performance orientation; House et al., 2004), boredom may be more
appropriate to express in cultures that emphasize these values less. As discussed with expressers,
the gender and age of the observer may also have important moderating effects on reactions to
boredom expressions. For instance, people’s values toward work may vary across generations or
between genders, which can influence both (a) how the expression of boredom is perceived and
(b) how the observer subsequently reacts toward the expresser.
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Lastly, future research should also investigate what additional reactions to boredom
expression can occur that are not easily captured using self-reports. For example, while I was
able to obtain limited evidence of emotional contagion in Study 1, additional reactions may
occur subconsciously or in a manner that people are either unable or unwilling to self-report.
Conclusions
In conclusion, my research underscores that boredom does not necessarily deserve its
“bad reputation.” While expressions of boredom can sometimes evoke backlash from others, at
other times it can propel others to react in ways that alleviate the expresser’s boredom or
improve the expresser’s fit with the broader work environment, which can be beneficial for
organizational functioning. Through my research, I offer a first foray into the nomological
network of boredom expression, highlighting both (a) linkages between boredom expression and
a wide array of affective, cognitive, and behavioral phenomena and (b) connections between
boredom expression and various psychological and management theories. Through this research,
my hope is thus that the topic of boredom expression is one that researchers will not grow bored
of for quite some time.

106

Table 1
Dimensions of the Full-Range Leadership Theory
Dimension
Description of Leader
Transformational Leadership
Idealized Influence Is perceived as influential, such as being powerful,
(Attributes) confident, or as focusing on a greater vision
Idealized Influence Behaves in a manner that emphasizes values, beliefs, and a
(Behaviors) sense of purpose
Inspirational Motivation Communicates an attractive vision, makes the vision
perceivably attainable, and emphasizes ambitious goals
Intellectual Stimulation Encourages followers to think differently, helping to
overcome challenges and facilitate problem-solving
Individualized Consideration Supports and pays attention to each follower’s individual
needs, allowing for development and self-actualization
Transactional Leadership
Contingent Reward Incentivizes desired follower behaviors and outcomes with
clear rewards
Management-by-Exception Actively monitors the situation and engages in corrective
Active behaviors to ensure that standards are met
Management-by-Exception Passively monitors the situation, and only intervenes with
Passive corrective behavior once undesirable outcomes occur
Nontransactional LaissezFaire Leadership
Laissez-Faire Leadership Avoids taking action or making decisions with regard to
followers; abdicates personal responsibility
Strategic Leadership
Environmental Monitoring Scans the internal and external organizational environment
to identify resources and opportunities
Strategy Formulation and Supports a strategic mission through the development of
Implementation policies, goals, and objectives
Follower Work Facilitation
Path-Goal Facilitation Provides direction, support, and resources to facilitate goal
attainment by followers
Outcome Monitoring Monitors follower progress toward outcomes and giving
feedback accordingly
Note. Based on Antonakis and House (2014).
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Table 2
Transparency Criteria for Qualitative Research Addressed by Study 1
Transparency Criterion
1. Kind of qualitative method

2. Research setting

3. Position of researcher along the
insider-outsider continuum
4. Sampling procedures

5. Relative importance of the
participants/cases

6. Documenting interactions with
participants
7. Saturation point

8. Unexpected opportunities, challenges,
and other events

Approach Used in Study 1
Thematic analysis, using data obtained from a
structured open-ended questionnaire. Coding
and analysis procedures followed those
outlined by Braun & Clarke (2006).
The survey was hosted online. Participants
could complete the study at any time and
physical location of their choosing, as long as
recruitment was ongoing.
Outsider: The researcher had no contact with
prospective participants, and there was a low
likelihood that participants would know of the
researcher or about his work.
Participants worked full-time (35+ hours per
week) in the US. The panel survey company
attempted to recruit a demographically
diverse sample from various occupations.
Data were collected and reviewed in waves
until saturation was attained. Data were first
collected from managers, followed by a
broader working sample. Separate saturation
judgments were made for managers and the
broader sample.
Moderate importance: Participants were
intended to represent the broader US working
population, but researchers may recruit a
demographically similar sample in other ways
and that includes different specific
participants from the current study.
Participants were recruited and compensated
through a panel company, and would only
contact the researcher if survey issues or
questions emerged, which did not occur.
Data were collected and reviewed in waves
until no new first-order themes emerged for
reactions to boredom. Additional elements of
the situation were coded, but were not
considered when determining saturation.
A subset of cases was flagged as off-topic and
not coded. Additional cases were relatively
vague, but pertained to an applicable situation
in which someone else was bored. These
cases were coded where possible.
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Transparency Criterion
9. Management of power imbalance

10. Data coding and first-order codes

Approach Used in Study 1
Participants experienced minimal power
imbalance, given the online nature of the
research and limited contact with the
researcher. Their participation would not
impact their employment or other important
outcomes for them.
Data were coded by the researcher and two
coders. Coders had completed at least an
undergraduate-level introductory psychology
course. Coders were familiarized with the
coding procedures, and practiced coding a
subset of cases from an unofficial pilot study.
Meetings were held to discuss coding
disagreements, to define first-order themes,
and to address questions.

Following data collection and before coding,
data were reviewed and additional first-order
codes were proposed. Each case of data was
coded by me and one of two other coders. All
coding disagreement were resolved by the
third coder, who served as a tiebreaker.
11. Data analysis and second- and
The researcher and coders reviewed the firsthigher-order codes
order themes and grouped them into higherorder themes. This process was repeated until
additional higher-order themes were no longer
identified. Disagreements were resolved by
discussion between the coders. Coding
revisions were made based on feedback from
a subject matter expert on emotions research.
12. Data disclosure
Upon review, no personally-identifiable or
sensitive information was identified in the
data. Data will be posted online on the Open
Science Framework website upon publication
of the research.
Note. Qualitative research transparency criteria were identified by Aguinis and Solarino (2019).
These criteria were addressed in order to (a) demonstrate that various aspects of the qualitative
design are planned out in advance of conducting the research, (b) facilitate the interpretation of
obtained results by readers, and (c) improve the ease by which a methodological replication of
Study 1 may be conducted by other researchers. Shading used as a visual aid to separate
transparency criteria.
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Table 3
Study 1: Thematic Analysis of How Employees Expressed Boredom
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Theme
Showing Disinterest (2nd)
 Complaining
 Listlessness
 Dejection
 Sighing
 Emotionless

n (%)
22 (40.0%)
13 (23.6%)
6 (10.9%)
2 (3.6%)
1 (1.8%)
1 (1.8%)

Theme
Distracted Appearance (2nd)
 Seemed Distracted
 Gaze

n (%)
15 (27.3%)
10 (18.2%)
10 (18.2%)

Theme
Reduced Task Performance (2nd)
 Avoiding Tasks
 Reduced Productivity
 Asked to Leave Work

n (%)
14 (25.5%)
9 (16.4%)
8 (14.5%)
1 (1.8%)

Actively Distracting Oneself (2nd)
 Distracting Self with
Technology
 Other Leisure Activities

13 (23.6%)
11 (20.0%)

Appearing Tired/Fatigued (2nd)
 Sleepy Appearance or Actually
Asleep
 Posture Signifies Boredom

11 (20.0%)
10 (18.2%)

Idling (2nd)
 Standing/Sitting Around

11 (20.0%)
10 (18.2%)

3 (5.5%)



Appearing Restless (2nd)
 Fidgeting
 Pacing Around
 Appearing Stressed

7 (12.7%)
6 (10.9%)
1 (1.8%)
1 (1.8%)

Seeking New Work (2nd)
 Seeking More Complex Work
 Seeking Extra Tasks

3 (5.5%)
2 (3.6%)
1 (1.8%)

Broad Mode of Expression a
 Physical
 Verbal
 Facial Expression

Avoiding Work (3rd)
 Reduced Task Performance
(2nd)
 Active Distraction (2nd)

24 (43.6%)
14 (25.5%)

Unmapped Variables
 Expressed Frequently

7 (12.7%)

2 (3.6%)

Pacing Around

1 (1.8%)

39 (70.9%)
24 (43.6%)
15 (27.3%)

13 (23.6%)

Note. N = 55. Second-order themes and higher are indicated by “(2nd),” “(3rd),” etc., whereas all remaining themes are first-order themes. Percentages reflect the
number of participants mentioning a given theme. The same theme was mapped onto multiple higher-order themes only where theoretically appropriate. Shading
is used as a visual aid to distinguish themes within the table. a In addition to coding specific ways in which boredom was expressed, the broad mode of expression
was also coded (i.e., through physical behavior or actions, verbal communication or sounds, or facial expressions or gaze). These modes of expression are
conceptually broader than the other first-order themes and were thus not mapped to a higher-order theme.

Table 4
Study 1: Thematic Analysis of Observers’ Emotional and Other Affective Reactions to Boredom Expressions
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Theme
Anger-Related Emotions (2nd)
 Irritation/Frustration
 Anger
 Resentment
 Envy

n (%)
23 (41.8%)
19 (34.5%)
6 (10.9%)
2 (3.6%)
1 (1.8%)

Theme
Perspective-Taking Emotions (2nd)
 Empathya
 Pity

n (%)
17 (30.9%)
15 (27.3%)
3 (5.5%)

Theme
Fear-Related Emotions (2nd)
 Worry
 Distress/Discomfort

Medium-Arousal HedonicallyPleasant Emotions (2nd)
 Happiness
 Gratitude

9 (16.4%)

Low-Arousal HedonicallyPleasant Emotions (2nd)
 Calm
 Relief

6 (10.9%)

Boredom (2nd)

5 (9.1%)

5 (9.1%)
1 (1.8%)




5 (9.1%)
1 (1.8%)

Sadness-Related Emotions (2nd)

7 (12.7%)

25 (45.5%)




Sad
Disappointed

2 (3.6%)
1 (1.8%)



Embarrassed

4 (7.3%)

Hedonically-Pleasant
Emotions (3rd)
 Empathy
 Medium-Arousal HedonicallyPleasant Emotions (1st)
 Low-Arousal HedonicallyPleasant Emotions (1st)

6 (10.9%)
4 (7.3%)

Bored
Emotional Contagionb

15 (27.3%)
9 (16.4%)

Hedonically-Unpleasant
Emotions (3rd)
 Anger-Related Emotions (2nd)
 Fear-Related Emotions (2nd)

6 (10.9%)



Sadness-Related Emotions (2nd)

n (%)
12 (21.8%)
7 (12.7%)
5 (9.1%)

37 (67.3%)
23 (41.8%)
12 (21.8%)
3 (5.5%)

5 (9.1%)
 Boredom (2nd)
3
(5.5%)
Unmapped Variables
 Pity
1 (1.8%)
7 (12.7%)
 Indifferent
 Emotional Drain
3 (5.5%)
 Surprised
Note. N = 55. Second-order themes and higher are indicated by “(2nd),” “(3rd),” etc., whereas all remaining themes are first-order themes. Percentages reflect the
number of participants mentioning a given theme. The same theme was mapped onto multiple higher-order themes only where theoretically appropriate. Shading
is used as a visual aid to distinguish themes within the table.
a

Given theoretical differences in the experiential content of empathy and pity, empathy was analyzed both within the perspective-taking emotions theme and
separately as its own theme. b Emotional contagion was mapped to the boredom theme because emotional contagion in the current context would mean that the
observer became bored as a result of the expresser’s boredom. Therefore, both the bored and emotional contagion reflect instances in which the observer felt
bored.

Table 5
Study 1: Thematic Analysis of Observers’ Cognitive and Attitudinal Reactions to Boredom Expressions
Theme
Expression is Appropriate (2nd)
 Appropriate
 Understandable

n (%)
30 (54.5%)
23 (41.8%)
23 (41.8%)




4 (7.3%)
5 (9.1%)

Expected
Expression Not Disruptive

Theme
Empathetic Cognitions (2nd)
 Understandable
 Concern for Expresser

n (%)
28 (50.9%)
23 (41.8%)
9 (16.4%)

Theme
Help-Related Cognitions (2nd)
 Want to Help Expresser
 Expresser Wants Something to
Do
 Cannot Help Expresser

n (%)
25 (45.5%)
21 (38.2%)
3 (5.5%)
2 (3.6%)
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Expression is Inappropriate (2nd)
 Expression is Inappropriate
 Disrespectful
 Inappropriate for Not
Discussing
 with Observer

21 (38.2%)
21 (38.2%)
4 (7.3%)
1 (1.8%)

View Expression as Disruptive (2nd)
 Disruptive to Expresser ‘s Work
 Disruptive to Others
 Disrupts Own Work

18 (32.7%)
15 (27.3%)
7 (12.7%)
5 (9.1%)

Perceived Misfit (2nd)
 Expresser is a Bad Fit for Job
 Perceived Apathy of Expresser

11 (20.0%)
10 (18.2%)
3 (5.5%)

Deterrence-Focused Thoughts (2nd)
 Want Expresser to Leave
 Want to Punish Expresser

7 (12.7%)
5 (8.1%)
4 (7.3%)

Negatively Affects Observer (2nd)
 Disrupts Own Work
 Time Wasted Interacting with
Expresser

6 (10.9%)
5 (9.1%)
1 (1.8%)

Observer Dislikes Own Work (2nd)
 Perceive Own Work as Boring
 Tired

6 (10.9%)
5 (9.1%)
2 (3.6%)



2 (3.6%)

nd

State Inferences (2 )
Expresser Wants Something to
Do
 Expression is a Sign of Trust



nd

5 (9.1%)
3 (5.5%)



Dispositional Inferences (2 )
Internal Attributions

4 (7.3%)
3 (5.5%)

2 (3.6%)



Attention Grabbing

2 (3.6%)



Perceived Unintelligence

1 (1.8%)

Want Current Task to End
Overall Impressions of Expresser
 Favorable Impression of
Expressera
 Unfavorable Impression of
Expressera

18 (32.7%)
12 (21.8%)

Unmapped Variables
5 (9.1%)
Expression was Unexpected
Note. N = 55. Second-order themes and higher are indicated by “(2nd),” “(3rd),” etc., whereas all remaining themes are first-order themes. Percentages reflect the
number of participants mentioning a given theme. The same theme was mapped onto multiple higher-order themes only where theoretically appropriate. Shading
is used as a visual aid to distinguish themes within the table. a Favorable and unfavorable impressions of the expresser were coded based on the overall tone
throughout the participant’s description of the person and the event. While impressions were coded as first-order themes, I did not map them onto a specific
higher-order theme because they reflect global evaluations of the expresser rather than a specific type of cognition or attitude.



Table 6
Study 1: Thematic Analysis of Observers’ Behavioral Reactions to Boredom Expressions (Continued on Next Page)
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Theme
Avoid Expresser (2nd)
 No Intervention

n (%)
18 (32.7%)
14 (25.5%)

Theme
Socio-Emotional Support (2nd)
 Socialize with Expresser

n (%)
16 (29.1%)
8 (14.5%)



Ignored the Expresser

9 (16.4%)



Listen to Expresser

8 (14.5%)




8 (14.5%)
3 (5.5%)



Express Gratitude to Expresser

2 (3.6%)



Focused on Own Work
Wait for Supervisor to
Intervene
Left the Situation



Delayed Intervening

2 (3.6%)

Problem Solving (2nd)
 Tried to Identify Cause of
Boredom
 Discuss New Approach to
Expresser’s Task

8 (14.5%)
7 (12.7%)

Direct Punishment (2nd)
 Give Expresser Warning

9 (16.4%)
7 (12.7%)

2 (3.6%)



Fire Expresser

3 (5.5%)



Send Expresser Home

1 (1.8%)

Indirect Punishment (2nd)
 Reported Expresser to HigherUp

2 (3.6%)

4 (7.3%)
4 (7.3%)

Encouragement (2nd)
 Motivate Expresser



4 (7.3%)
4 (7.3%)

Theme
Give New Stimulation (2nd)
 Help Expresser Find New
Tasks
 Increase Expresser’s
 Responsibility
 Create New Role for Expresser
 Offered Learning
 Opportunities to Expresser
 Change Expresser’s Current
Activity

n (%)
10 (18.2%)
5 (9.1%)

Task-Related Support (2nd)
 Help Expresser Perform Boring
Activity
 Discuss New Approach to
Boring Task

5 (9.1%)
3 (5.5%)

Joint Distraction (2nd)
 Join Expresser in Distraction

2 (3.6%)
2 (3.6%)

3 (5.5%)
2 (3.6%)
2 (3.6%)
1 (1.8%)

2 (3.6%)

1 (1.8%)
3 (5.5%)
Reframe Boring Activity for
 Look Out for Expresser
Expresser
2 (3.6%)
 Communicate Significance of
Boring Task
Note. N = 55. Second-order themes and higher are indicated by “(2nd),” “(3rd),” etc., whereas all remaining themes are first-order themes. Percentages reflect the
number of participants mentioning a given theme. The same theme was mapped onto multiple higher-order themes only where theoretically appropriate. Shading
is used as a visual aid to distinguish themes within the table.

Table 6 (cont’d)
Study 1: Thematic Analysis of Observers’ Behavioral Reactions to Boredom Expressions
Theme
Non-Instrumental Support (3rd)
 Socio-Emotional Support (2nd)
 Joint Distraction (2nd)
 Encouragement (2nd)

n (%)
21 (38.2%)
16 (29.1%)
2 (3.6%)
4 (7.3%)

Punishment/Deterrence (3rd)
 Direct Punishment (2nd)
 Indirect Punishment (2nd)

12 (21.8%)
9 (16.4%)
4 (7.3%)

Theme
Instrumental Support (3rd)
 Give New Stimulation (2nd)
 Problem Solving (2nd)
 Task-Related Support (2nd)

n (%)
19 (34.5%)
10 (18.2%)
8 (14.5%)
5 (9.1%)

Theme
Motivation (3rd)
 Give New Stimulation (2nd)
 Encouragement (2nd)

n (%)
14 (25.5%)
10 (18.2%)
4 (7.3%)

Social Interaction (3rd)
17 (30.9%) Unmapped Variables
3 (5.5%)
16 (29.1%)  Hide Emotions
 General Social Support (2nd)
1 (1.8%)
2
(3.6%)
 Counterproductive Social
 Wake Expresser
nd
Support (2 )
Note. N = 55. Second-order themes and higher are indicated by “(2nd),” “(3rd),” etc., whereas all remaining themes are first-order themes. Percentages reflect the
number of participants mentioning a given theme. The same theme was mapped onto multiple higher-order themes only where theoretically appropriate. Shading
is used as a visual aid to distinguish themes within the table.
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Table 7
Pilot Study 2.2: Description of Each Task
Task Name
Creative
Client Project

Task Description
A client is looking for insights from your team regarding the development of a new product
line. The assignment would require a lot of deep thought and creativity, and would be
appropriately challenging for Jesse.
High
The company has been trying to sign a major client over the past month. The client would
Responsibility
like to meet with several members of your department later this week, and you were asked
Work
to send a representative from your team. This meeting is important to the company, so a
high degree of responsibility would be given to Jesse.
Coaching and
Your workload has spiked lately, so you are considering bringing a member of your team
Teamworka
onto one of your major projects. Your team members rarely have the opportunity to work
directly with you, so this would be a great opportunity for Jesse to learn and receive
personal coaching from you.
Professional
This Friday, the company is hosting one of its monthly professional development
Development
workshops. Each team manager can nominate one team member to attend. Many
employees have benefited from attending these workshops, and it would be a great first
step for Jesse to have a more central role in the company.
Brainstorming and You were asked to send one of your team members to a brainstorming call for the
Networkinga
company’s next product lineup. Several senior managers will be on the call, making this a
great opportunity for Jesse to network with some of the big names in the company.
Analytics
The company wants to create a task force to help create a brand-new analytics department.
Task Forcea
While any of your team members would be capable of taking this on, you know that Jesse
completed a minor in statistics during college. Therefore, this opportunity could be
particularly interesting to Jesse.
Reviewing Old
The company’s IT department has asked that each team checks that their client contracts
Contracts
are all up-to-date. You therefore need to have a team member review all of your contracts
for accuracy. While the task is important, it also would not be enjoyable for Jesse to do
because it is highly tedious and repetitive.
Printing for
Your team has a booth at a large university career fair that takes place tomorrow. The
Career Fairb
office secretary is on vacation this week, so one of your team members will need to spend
time printing hundreds of flyers, brochures, and other handouts. The printer has also been
having issues lately, so this task would probably take Jesse several hours to complete.
Typing Up
Your team currently has a pile of client satisfaction surveys that need to be manually typed
Surveysb
into the computer. The work needs to be completed soon, but you also know that this type
of work is way below Jesse’s qualification level.
Restocking
The secretary is away on vacation this week, but your team is running low on office
the Officeb
supplies. One of your team members will need to spend a significant portion of the day
taking inventory, buying supplies for the office, and restocking everything. This task would
normally be an unreasonable request for Jesse, but it is urgent.
Re-Typing
Several files were corrupted that contained budgets from past client projects. You still have
Budgets
the paper copies, and you need someone to manually type them up again. The task needs to
be done this week, but you know that it is not really a part of Jesse’s job description to do
this type of task.
Coverage for
One of the other managers emailed you over the weekend. One of their team members is
Sick Employee
sick, and they need someone to fill in for them on a client project. The sick employee is
known to be incompetent and has a history of poor work. As a result, you suspect that if
Jesse were to fill in for that employee, Jesse would have to redo a bunch of work that the
sick employee did incorrectly. Furthermore, it is unlikely that Jesse would receive
recognition for doing the work.
Note. a and b superscript indicate tasks that were ultimately selected to represent individualized consideration and
punishment in Study 2, respectively. Shading used as a visual aid to separate each task.
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Table 8
Pilot Study 2.2: Ratings of Tasks
Individualized
Consideration Ratings
Individualized Consideration Tasks
Brainstorming and Networkinga
3.83 (1.11)
Creative Client Project
3.53 (1.28)
Professional Development
3.58 (1.30)
3.58 (1.43)
Coaching and Teamworka
Analytics Task Forcea
3.43 (1.34)
3.40 (1.36)
High Responsibility Work

Punishment Ratings
1.93 (1.25)
2.03 (1.17)
1.83 (1.13)
2.03 (1.33)
1.95 (1.15)
2.05 (1.28)

t (d)
7.04*** (1.61)
5.55*** (1.23)
4.90*** (1.12)
5.98*** (1.44)
4.82*** (1.18)
4.43*** (1.03)

Likelihood of
Assigning Task
3.50 (1.18)
3.68 (0.94)
3.85 (1.17)
3.63 (1.28)
3.53 (1.20)
3.48 (1.20)
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Punishment Tasks
2.18 (1.28)
3.13 (1.32)
3.03** (0.73)
2.80 (1.16)
Reviewing Old Contracts
b
**
Restocking the Office
2.23 (1.33)
3.13 (1.31)
2.95 (0.68)
2.83 (1.30)
Printing for Career Fairb
2.30 (1.31)
2.98 (1.33)
2.30* (0.51)
2.75 (1.21)
Re-Typing Budgets
2.08 (1.31)
2.90 (1.36)
2.74** (0.62)
2.65 (1.25)
b
2.23 (1.33)
2.88 (1.51)
1.94 (0.46)
2.88 (1.34)
Typing Up Surveys
Coverage for Sick Employee
2.38 (1.37)
2.83 (1.39)
1.46 (0.33)
3.28 (1.38)
Note. Means and standard deviations (in parentheses) presented for each task rating. Paired-samples t-tests were conducted for each
task, comparing ratings of the task as representing individualized consideration versus representing punishment. a and b superscript
indicate tasks that were ultimately selected to represent individualized consideration and punishment in Study 2, respectively.

Table 9
Pilot Study 2.2: Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA) of Task Ratings – Rotated Factor Loadings
EFA Model 1
EFA Model 2
Individualized Consideration Ratings
Factor:

1

2

Punishment Ratings
1

2

Task Name
Creative Client Project

.718

.611

High Responsibility Work

.620

.825

Coaching and Teamworka

.852

.881

.704

.824

.754

.866

.817

.827

Professional Development
a

Brainstorming and Networking
Analytics Task Force

a
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Reviewing Old Contracts

.764

.835

Printing for Career Fairb

.889

.882

Typing Up Surveysb

.866

.890

Restocking the Officeb

.862

.820

Re-Typing Budgets

.854

.764

Coverage for Sick Employee

.785

.760

Eigenvalue
(% of Variance Explained)

4.31

3.40

4.20

4.03

(35.95%)

(28.34%)

(34.98%)

(33.58%)

Note. Eigenvalues are presented for rotated factor solutions. Rotated factor loadings with an absolute value of less than .30 are omitted
from the table for simplicity. a and b superscript indicate tasks that were ultimately selected to represent individualized consideration
and punishment in Study 2, respectively.

Table 10
Study 2: Descriptive Statistics, Reliability Statistics, and Bivariate Correlations for Measured Variables
Variable
Observer Emotions
1 Anger

M
(SD)

1
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3.04 (.96)
(1.90)
2 Guilt
3.47 .84***
(1.94)
3 Pride
5.24 .05
(1.33)
4 Pity
4.04 .63***
(1.85)
Inferences About Expresser
5 Job Apathy
4.11 .72***
(1.54)
6 Desire Meaningful
4.81 .41***
Activity
(1.60)
7 Intrinsic
4.88 .09
Motivation
(1.68)
Number of Tasks Assigned to Expresser
8 Individualized
1.19 -.34***
Consideration
(0.89)
9 Punishment
0.40 .13
(0.64)
10 Total Tasks
1.60 -.22***
(0.96)
Desire to Assign Tasks to Expresser
11 Individualized
3.61 -.19**
Consideration
(0.89)
12 Punishment
2.37 .54***
(1.13)
Individual Differences
13 Achievement
5.30 -.51***
Orientation
(0.88)
14 Attributional
4.44 -.12
Style
(0.88)

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

(.96)
.03

(.94)

.73***

.06

(.88)

.69***

.05

.62***

(.92)

.54***

.11

.68***

.57***

(.96)

07

.67***

-.07

.06

-.23***

(.95)

-.32***

-.07

-.19**

-.40***

-.21**

-.13

–

.16*

.05

.14*

.25***

.14*

.08

-.25***

–

-.20**

-.03

-.08

-.21**

-.10

-.07

.76***

.44***

–

-.22**

.08

-.01

-.31***

-.07

.04

.56***

-.29***

.34***

(.50)

.56***

.30***

.45***

.64***

.36***

.35***

-.46***

.44***

-.13

-.30***

(.81)

.50***

.05

-.37***

-.48***

-.13

-.03

.29***

-.20**

.14*

.27***

-.34***

(.79)

-.12

.11

-.06

-.09

.08

.06

.04

-.02

.03

.28***

03

.26***

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Cronbach α presented in the diagonal, where applicable. N = 206.

(.64)

Table 11
Study 2: Ordinary Least Squares Regression Analyses
1, 2, 3, 4

Mediators b
1, 2, 3, 4

1, 2, 3, 4

1

DV: Anger

DV: Guilt

DV:
Apathy

DV: Punishment
(Tasks)

2.70
(.38)***

3.04
(.39)***

3.83
(.30)***

-.13 (.18)

.47 (.23)*

2.09 (.23)***

4.29 (.25)***

Manipulations
EE (Enthus)a
EE (Bored)a
TB (Inter)a
TB (Boring)a

.25 (.50)
.96 (.53)
.40 (.54)
-.20 (.55)

.35 (.51)
1.11 (.54)*
.39 (.55)
-.06 (.57)

.48 (.39)
.87 (.41)*
.39 (.42)
-.46 (.43)

.20 (.17)
.24 (.18)
.16 (.19)
-.06 (.19)

.47 (.22)*
.21 (.24)
.19 (.24)
-.45 (.25)

-.34 (.22)
.22 (.24)
.11 (.24)
.24 (.25)

.13 (.24)
.03 (.25)
-.07 (.26)
.05 (.26)

Interactions
EE (Enthus) * TB (Inter)
EE (Enthus) * TB (Boring)
EE (Bored) * TB (Inter)
EE (Bored) * TB (Boring)

-.16 (.72)
-.86 (.76)
.65 (.77)
-.72 (.76)

-.10 (.75)
-.85 (.79)
.50 (.80)
-1.05 (.79)

-.18 (.57)
-1.29 (.60)*
.07 (.61)
-.23 (.60)

-.17 (.25)
.04 (.27)
-.29 (.27)
-.20 (.27)

-.06 (.33)
.16 (.35)
-.31 (.35)
-.05 (.35)

.17 (.32)
.13 (.35)
.05 (.35)
-.34 (.34)

.14 (.35)
-.04 (.37)
.53 (.37)
.22 (.37)

–
–
–

–
–
–

–
–
–

-.05 (.05)
.02 (.04)
.12 (.04)**

.01 (.06)
.13 (.06)*
.31 (.06)***

-.05 (.06)
-.03 (.06)
-.17 (.06)**

.05 (.06)
-.05 (.06)
-.19 (.06)**

.13***

.12**

.19***

.10*

.51***

.22***

.13**

Model:

Predictors
Constant

Dependent Variables
3
DV: Individualized
DV: Punishment
Consideration
(Desire)
(Tasks)
2

4
DV: Individualized
Consideration
(Desire)
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Mediators
Anger
Guilt
Apathy
R2
*

**

***

Note. p ≤ .05 p ≤ .01 p ≤ .001. Unstandardized betas (standard errors) reported. EE = Emotion expression, TB = Task beliefs,
Enthus = Enthusiasm, Inter = Interesting. N = 206. a Multi-categorical predictors were entered as dummy-coded variables. b Results
for mediator variables were identical in each model, and are thus only reported once.

Table 12
Study 2. Estimated Conditional Indirect Effects and Indices of Moderated-Mediation

Independent
Variable
Emotion
Expressiona
Enthusiasm
vs. Other:

Mediator:
Moderator

Model 2: DV = Punishment (Desire)
Anger
Guilt
Job Apathy
Effect 95% CI Effect
95% CI
Effect
95% CI
(SE)
(SE)
(SE)

-.01
(.04)
-.01
(.05)
.03
(.05)

.003
(.03)
.001
(.04)
-.01
(.04)

Task Beliefs
Control
Interesting
Boring
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Moderated-Mediation Indexa
Interesting
vs. Other
Boring vs.
Other
Boredom
vs. Other:

Model 1: DV = Punishment (Tasks)
Anger
Guilt
Job Apathy
Effect 95% CI Effect 95% CI Effect
95% CI
(SE)
(SE)
(SE)

Control
Interesting
Boring

Moderated-Mediation Indexa
Interesting
vs. Other
Boring vs.
Other

-.11, .06
-.12, .08
-.05, .14

.01
(.06)
.04
(.07)

-.12, .15

-.05
(.07)
-.08
(.11)
-.01
(.04)

-.21, .05

-.03
(.07)
.03
(.06)

-.07, .22

-.35, .08
-.14, .05
-.23, .07
-.08, .18

.01
(.04)
.01
(.04)
-.01
(.04)

-.06, .09
-.07, .10
-.12, .06

-.002
(.05)
-.02
(.06)

-.11, .10

.02
(.07)
.03
(.09)
.001
(.03)

-.09, .18

.01
(.05)
-.02
(.07)

-.18, .09

-.14, .24
-.06, .06
-.09, .13
-.20, .09

.06
(.06)
.04
(.06)
-.10
(.06)
-.02
(.08)
-.15
(.09)

-.05, .19
-.08, .17
-.23, -.002
-.19, .14
-.38, -.01

.10
(.06)
.11
(.07)
.08
(.06)

.004, .24

.01
(.07)
-.03
(.07)

-.14, .16

.01, .27
-.01, .21

-.19, .12

-.002
(.05)
-.01
(.06)
.01
(.06)
.02
(.10)
.003
(.04)
.01
(.06)
-.01
(.06)

-.06, .09
-.07, .08
-.11, .07
-.11, .09
-.16, .10
-.10, .16
-.16, .24
-.05, .10
-.10, .15
-.13, .11

.05
(.07)
.03
(.09)
-.07
(.08)
-.01
(.11)
-.11
(.11)
.15
(.09)
.21
(.11)
.01
(.07)
.07
(.11)
-.14
(.11)

-.10, .20
-.14, .22
-.24, .08
-.23, .23
-.35, .09
-.01, .34
.02, .44
-.13, .16
-.14, .30
-.38, .04

.15
(.14)
.09
(.15)
-.25
(.14)
-.06
(.20)
-.40
(.20)
.27
(.13)
.29
(.15)
.20
(.13)
.02
(.18)
-.07
(.18)

-.11, .44
-.18, .43
-.55, -.02
-.44, .34
-.85, -.05
.02, .54
.02, .62
-.03, .46
-.30, .40
-.42, .29

Note. Indirect effects and indices of moderated-mediation are statistically significant where confidence intervals do not include zero
(also presented in bold for visual ease). CI = confidence interval. a Manipulations were multi-categorical and were thus dummy-coded
for the current analyses, such that each experimental condition was contrasted against the other conditions. Moderated-mediation
indices are reported for each dummy-coded task beliefs variable.

Table 12 (cont’d)
Study 2. Estimated Conditional Indirect Effects and Indices of Moderated-Mediation

Independent
Variable
Emotion
Expressiona
Enthusiasm
vs. Other:

Mediator:
Moderator

Model 4: DV = Individualized Consideration (Desire)
Anger
Guilt
Job Apathy
Effect
95% CI Effect
95% CI
Effect
95% CI
(SE)
(SE)
(SE)

-.01
(.05)
-.004
(.05)
.03
(.06)

.01
(.04)
.01
(.05)
-.03
(.06)

Task Beliefs
Control
Interesting
Boring
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Moderated-Mediation Indexa
Interesting
vs. Other
Boring vs.
Other
Boredom
vs. Other:

Model 3: DV = Individualized Consideration (Tasks)
Anger
Guilt
Job Apathy
Effect 95% CI Effect 95% CI Effect 95% CI
(SE)
(SE)
(SE)

Control
Interesting
Boring

Moderated-Mediation Indexa
Interesting
vs. Other
Boring vs.
Other

-.15, .08
-.14, .10
-.10, .15

.01
(.07)
.04
(.09)

-.14, .17

-.05
(.09)
-.08
(.13)
-.01
(.05)

-.26, .09

-.03
(.08)
.03
(.08)

-.13, .24

-.40, .15
-.16, .05
-.25, .11
-.11, .23

-.01
(.05)
-.01
(.05)
.02
(.05)

-.12, .08
-.11, .09
-.10, .12

.003
(.06)
.03
(.08)

-.12, .15

-.04
(.09)
-.05
(.12)
-.002
(.04)

-.20, .16

-.02
(.06)
.03
(.09)

-.15, .19

-.28, .20
-.10, .07
-.17, .11
-.16, .20

-.08
(.08)
-.05
(.08)
.14
(.08)

-.26, .07
-.21, .12
.01, .32

.03
(.12)
.22
(.13)

-.18, .29

-.15
(.09)
-.16
(.09)
-.11
(.08)

-.35, -.01

-.01
(.10)
.04
(.10)

.02, .51

-.35, -.01
-.28, .02
-.22, .19
-.16, .26

-.01
(.06)
-.04
(.08)
.05
(.07)
.08
(.11)
.01
(.05)
.03
(.08)
-.04
(.07)

-.06, .13
-.09, .11
-.17, .05
-.17, .12
-.25, .07
-.08, .22
-.11, .35
-.07, .13
-.08, .23
-.21, .08

-.02
(.05)
-.01
(.05)
-.03
(.05)
.01
(.06)
.04
(.08)
-.06
(.07)
-.08
(.10)
-.003
(.04)
-.03
(.06)
.05
(.08)

-.14, .05
-.13, .08
-.06, .14
-.12, .15
-.07, .23
-.23, .07
-.29, .10
-.10, .06
-.17, .08
-.08, .23

-.09
(.09)
-.06
(.10)
.16
(.10)

-.30, .07
-.27, .13
.003, .37

.04
(.13)
.25
(.14)

-.23, .31

-.17
(.10)
-.18
(.11)
-.12
(.09)

-.41, -.01

-.01
(.11)
.04
(.11)

.02, .57

-.41, -.01
-.32, .02
-.26, .22
-.16, .29

Note. Indirect effects and indices of moderated-mediation are statistically significant where confidence intervals do not include zero
(also presented in bold for visual ease). CI = confidence interval. a Manipulations were multi-categorical and were thus dummy-coded
for the current analyses, such that each experimental condition was contrasted against the other conditions. Moderated-mediation
indices are reported for each dummy-coded task beliefs variable.

Figure 1
Process Model of Boredom Experience, Boredom Expression, and Observer Reactions
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Note. Process model of boredom experience, boredom expression, and reactions to the expression of boredom by observers. Stages of
the process pertaining to the person who expresses boredom (i.e., the expresser) are presented below the dashed line, and processes
pertaining to the person who perceives the expression of boredom (i.e., the observer) are presented above the dashed line. Light gray
boxes and arrows with dashed borders represent instances in which deviations from the process can occur, depending on the context.
Numbers in parentheses are used to denote different stages in the process when discussing the model in the body of the paper. The
gray dashed box indicates the stage that I focus on in the current research, which is how observers react once they perceive that the
expresser is bored.

Figure 2.
Visual Depictions of Boredom Expressions

Note. Visual depictions of boredom expressions. Image sources:
https://i.imgflip.com/nnxf5.jpg?a443400 (upper-left), https://www.appreciationatwork.com/wpcontent/uploads/2018/04/Bored.jpg (upper-right), Ferris Bueller’s Day Off (lower-left). The
image on the lower-right was obtained from the person portrayed in the picture.
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Figure 3
Theoretical Model of Reactions to Boredom Expressions
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Note. Theoretical model of reactions to boredom expressions. Specific types of affective reactions, inferences, and behaviors were
identified in Study 1. Causal relationships are proposed here based on theoretical rationale, but will not be tested in Study 1.
Moderating variables are not depicted, though likely exist at several links in the model. Each research question (RQ) is displayed by
its respective set of reactions.

Figure 4
Hypothesized Model Tested in Study 2
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Note. Hypothesized model tested in Study 2, including hypothesized relationships. Dashed boxes indicate how each set of variables
corresponds to the broader theoretical model illustrated in Figure 3. The dashed line between boredom expression and observer
behaviors represents the mediating effects of anger, guilt, and inferences of job apathy, which are hypothesized to be moderated by
observer beliefs about the task (i.e., H7a-c, H9a-c).

Figure 5
Interaction Between Emotion Expression and Task Beliefs Manipulations on Inferences of
Expresser Job Apathy

Note. Interaction between the emotion expression and task beliefs manipulations on inferences
about the expresser as being apathetic about their job. Moderated-mediation analyses reveal a
significant interaction (B = -1.29, SE = .60, p = .033) between enthusiasm expression (dummycoded) and boring task beliefs (dummy-coded). The interaction pattern suggests that while
participants perceived the lowest levels of job apathy in the boring task beliefs condition, this
was especially the case when the expresser appeared enthusiastic, relative to appearing bored or
showing no emotion.
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APPENDIX A
Study 1 Participant Industry Background

Industry
Call Center
Construction
Consulting
Education
Finances, Banking, & Insurance
Government and Public Sector
Health and Social Work
Internet/New Technologies
Manufacturing
Marketing
Oil & Gas
Other
Retail
Services
Telecommunication
Tourism
Transport & Logistics
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n (%)
1 (1.8%)
3 (5.5%)
5 (9.1%)
4 (7.3%)
6 (10.9%)
1 (1.8%)
3 (5.5%)
6 (10.9%)
6 (10.9%)
1 (1.8%)
1 (1.8%)
5 (9.1%)
5 (9.1%)
3 (5.5%)
2 (3.6%)
2 (3.6%)
1 (1.8%)

APPENDIX B
Study 1 Materials
***

Brackets are used to indicate differences in wording between the broad employee sample and
the managerial sample, respectively.***

Introduction and Recall Prompt
Thank you for participating in this study. We are interested in boredom experienced in the
workplace, and how [other people/managers] react when they see their employees expressing
boredom.
Boredom is an unpleasant emotion that people feel when they are unable to engage in activities
that they find interesting. People can feel bored in all types of jobs and situations, even if the
experience is only brief.
[People/Employees] can express their feelings of boredom in many ways, such as verbally (e.g.,
saying they are bored) or physically (e.g., posture, tone of voice, facial expression, actions).
---Page break--On the following pages, we will ask you to recall and write about a situation in a current or
recent job in which [you observed someone else expressing boredom/you managed an
employee who expressed boredom]. Afterward, we will ask you to complete several questions
about the same experience.
Please keep in mind that any information you provide here will remain confidential, so we ask
that you please respond honestly to the questions. To this end, we ask that you do not provide
personally identifiable information about yourself or other people in your responses.
---Page break--Please recall and describe a time at work in which you noticed [someone else/someone who
you manage] expressing boredom. Please limit yourself only to a situation in which you
observed [another person/one of your employees] who was bored.
Please take a moment to think about this situation and envision it as vividly as possible. Think
about what you thought and felt during the situation. Also, consider who the bored individual
was, the circumstances of the situation, and what ultimately was the outcome of the situation.
---Page break--On the next several pages, we would like you to describe the situation that you recalled. Please
provide as much detail as you feel comfortable sharing.
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We will ask follow-up questions, but you do not need to re-state anything that you have
already written elsewhere. If you have already answered a question in an earlier response or if
you have nothing to provide for a question, you may skip the question.

Open-Ended Questions25
1. Please describe the situation you recalled in as much detail as you feel comfortable
sharing.
2. Please describe your employee who expressed boredom. For example, the person’s
gender, age, role, personality, etc. Of course, these are just examples for topics to discuss.
3. Please briefly describe your work role at the time (including your job title). How did the
other person’s role relate to yours, if at all? For example, was the person your supervisor?
Subordinate? Peer? Of course, these are just examples for topics to discuss.
4. What was/is your relationship/history with your employee? For example, were you two
friendly or unfriendly with each other? Did you trust your employee? Of course, these are
just examples of topics to discuss.
5. How did you know that your employee was bored? Was there anything about what your
employee did, said, the way they looked, etc.?
6. Do you know why your employee felt bored? If so, please elaborate.
7. What thoughts were going through your mind during this situation? For example, what
did you think about your employee, the situation, yourself, or anything else?
8. What emotions did you feel during this situation (e.g., toward your employee, toward the
situation, toward yourself)?
9. How did you behave during the situation? Did you do anything in response to your
employee’s expression of boredom?
10. What ultimately happened to your employee who expressed boredom at the end of the
situation you recalled?
11. Did you think that it was appropriate for your employee to express their boredom in the
way they did in that particular situation? In other words, would you expect the average
person to also feel bored in the same situation? Why or why not?
12. Please include any other details about the situation that you would like to provide here.

25

Question 1 was always presented first. Questions 2 – 4 were always presented second through fourth in a
randomized order, followed by questions 5 – 10, also in a randomized order. Question 12 was always presented last.
Managers did answer question 2, and were not asked whether their relationship was competitive in question 3.
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APPENDIX C
Study 1 Codebook of First-Order Themes
***Broad classes under which each theme was categorized are presented in italics and grey background.***
Definition
The participant's thoughts, perceptions, and attitudes during the situation

Unfavorable Impression

Participant had an unfavorable impression of the expresser. For example, did the observer seem to
feel unfriendly toward the person, or hold a negative opinion about the person? Regardless of their
relationship history, what is their impression in the current situation?

Favorable Impression

Participant had favorable impression of the expresser. For example, did the observer seem to feel
friendly toward the person, or hold a positive opinion about the person? Regardless of their
relationship history, what is their impression in the current situation?

Appropriate

The way that boredom was expressed was appropriate for the situation. Specifically, the participant
felt it was appropriate, regardless of what others may think about the expression. Treat
appropriateness as something subjective.

Inappropriate

The way that boredom was expressed was not appropriate for the situation. Specifically, the
participant felt it was inappropriate, regardless of what others may think about the expression. Treat
inappropriateness as something subjective.

Expected

Participant expected person to be bored in that situation

Unexpected
Understandable

Participant did not expect person to be bored in that situation
Participant was understanding or accepting about why the other person felt bored

Disrespectful

Expression perceived as disrespectful
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Theme
Cognitions & Attitudes
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Theme

Definition

Inappropriate for Not Discussing

Participant felt it was inappropriate that the expresser did not discuss their boredom with them

Disruptive to Expresser Work

Recognized that boredom either WAS affecting productivity/quality of work or COULD affect
productivity

Disruptive to Other People

Participant was worried that the expression of boredom might affect other people in the situation

Disrupts Own Work

Participant believed the expresser's boredom influenced the participant's work, such as by causing
the participant to have more work to do, or needing to pick up the expresser's slack

Not Disruptive

Recognized that boredom was not affecting productivity or quality of work, or other people

Sign of Trust

Participant perceived the expresser's willingness to discuss their boredom as a sign of trust

Expresser Wants Something To Do

Perceived expresser as wanting something to do

Want to Help

The participant wanted to help the bored individual (regardless of whether they actually did help)

Cannot Help

Participant feels unable to help the expresser

Concern for Expresser

Participant felt concerned for the expresser. In other words, they were worried that something was
wrong, which was causing the expresser to feel bored at work.

Want to Stop Expression

The participant wants the expression of boredom to stop (regardless of whether they are the one
who stops it)

Want to Punish

The participant wanted the expresser to be punished, such as by reprimanding or firing

Want Expresser to Leave
Attention Grabbing
Perceived Unintelligence

Participant did not want the expresser to be there in the current situation
Perceived the expresser as wanting attention
Expresser perceived as unintelligent
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Theme

Definition

Perceived Apathy

Expresser is perceived as disinterested in, disliking of, or apathetic about their work

Bad Fit for Job

Expresser perceived as a bad fit for the job.

Internal Attribution

Participant attributed boredom to internal aspects of the expresser, such as their intelligence or their
personality

Reduced Morale
Own Work is Boring

Participant felt their own morale was lower because of the expression
Participant felt their own current tasks or the job as a whole was boring

Want Current Task to End

Participant wants their current work shift or task to be finished (i.e., wants to get it over with)

Tired

Participant reported feeling tired

Threatened

Participant felt threatened by the fact that the expresser was bored

Time Waste

Participant feels that the expression of boredom is wasting their (participant's) time

Affect

The participant's emotions and/or mood in the situation

Resentment

Participant feels resentful (mixture of anger & perceived unfairness)

Irritation

Participant feels irritated, annoyed, bothered, or frustrated.

Anger

Participant feels angry. In other words, the participant feels that an offense has been made against
them or someone close to them.

Sad

Participant felt sad or unhappy, or feel slike they have experienced some sort of loss.

Indifferent

Participant felt indifferent toward the expresser/situation. For example, the participant may feel
neutrally in the situation.

Calm

Participant stayed calm in response to the expression of boredom.

Embarrassed

Participant felt embarrassed or self-conscious

Pity
Empathy

Participant feels pity toward expresser. In other words, the participant feels bad for the other
person's misfortune, even if the participant isn't personally responsible for causing that misfortune.
Participant empathizes with the expresser. In other words, the participant understands how the
expresser feels.

Theme
Bored

Definition
Participant also feels bored. In other words, the participant feels that they are unable to engage in
activities that are interesting.
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Surprised

Participant was surprised, shocked, in disbelief, or caught off guard by the emotion expression

Happy

Participant felt happy after boredom was expressed

Gratitude

Participant felt grateful or thankful in response to the expression of boredom.

Worry

Participant felt worried in response to the expression of boredom

Distress or Discomfort

Participant felt distressed (i.e., anxiety, sorrow, or pain) or uncomfortable in response to the
expression of boredom.

Disappointed

Participant felt disappointment or let down in response to the expression

Relief

The expression caused feelings of relief for the participant

Envy

Participant envied the expresser's ability to be bored. In other words, the participant wanted to, but
was unable to experience boredom like the expresser.

Emotional Drain

Participant feels emotionally drained

Emotional Contagion

Participant reported feeling bored (at least in part) because of the expresser's boredom

Behaviors

The participant's behavior during the situation

No Intervention

Participant reported not doing anything at all to, for, with, or about the expresser

Leave situation

Participant physically left the situation where boredom was expressed

Ignored

Participant ignored the expresser or the expression of boredom

Delayed Intervening

Participant delayed or procrastinated in responding to the expression of boredom.

Focus on Own Work

Participant just focused on getting their own work done

Wait for Supervisor to Intervene

Participant waited for the supervisor to intervene

Hide Emotions

Participant either held in/suppressed unpleasant emotions or faked pleasant emotions in the
situation. Also known as "surface acting"
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Theme

Definition

Reported Expresser

Participant reported the expresser to a higher-up or filed a grievance against the employee

Join in on Distraction

Participant distracted self with expresser (i.e., both engaged in distraction together)

Looked Out for Expresser

Participant monitored the situation to make sure the expresser didn't get "caught" being bored

Socialize with Expresser

Observer tried to socialize with the expresser (e.g., converse with them)

Tried to Identify Cause

Participant tried to identify or figure out what was causing the expresser to feel bored

Listened to Expresser

Participant listened to the expresser (heard them out)

Discuss New Task Approach

Participant discussed how to approach boring activity differently with expresser

Help Perform Boring Activity

Participant helped the expresser work on the boring task or activity. For example, the participant
may have taken on part of the boring work themselves, or they completed it for the expresser.

Help Find New Tasks

Participant tried to help the bored individual find new tasks to do (in general)

Change Up Activity

Participant changed up the current activity to something different

Communicate Task Significance
Reframing Boring Activity

Participant made expresser's work seem more appealing by describing how it contributes to the
broader picture or by emphasizing the importance of the task
Participant tried to make the expresser think about the task in a way that was either more interesting
or more motivating

Motivate Expresser

Participant tried to motivate the expresser to re-engage with the boring task(s)

Offered Learning Opportunities

Participant offered training or learning opportunities for the expresser

Increase Responsibility

Participant gave the expresser more responsibility

Create New Role

Participant created or found a new role for the expresser

Express Gratitude

Participant expressed gratitude to the bored individual

Warnings

Participant issued warnings to the expresser about expressing boredom

Sent Home

Participant sent the expresser home for the day

Theme

Definition

Fired

Participant fired the expresser

Wake Expresser

Woke up the expresser who was asleep

Unknown/Unclear

Cannot tell how the participant behaved in the situation, or unclear from their response

Boredom Expression

How boredom was expressed by the other person

Verbal
Physical

Boredom was expressed verbally, such as complaining, telling others that they feel bored, or loudly
sighing/yawning.
Boredom was expressed physically, such as through body language or activity. If boredom was
expressed only through facial expression, leave this blank
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Facial Expression

Boredom was apparent from the expresser's face

Posture

Expresser's posture indicated boredom (e.g., slouched)

Sleepy/Asleep

Expresser was asleep or appeared sleepy

Listlessness

Expresser appeared listless, unenergetic, or unenthusiastic

Standing/Sitting Around

Expresser was standing or sitting around, not working.

Walking Around

Expresser was walking around to fight boredom (e.g., pacing around)

Seemed Distracted

Expresser appeared distracted

Gaze

Expresser's gaze was dulled (e.g., eyes were glazed over, blank stare, eyes half-open, gazing off)

Emotionless

Expresser appeared devoid of emotion or had low affect.

Appeared Stressed

Expresser appeared to be stressed

Dejection

Expresser also seemed dejected, sad, or depressed

Doodling

Expresser was doodling on paper (drawing)

Fidgeting

Expresser was making small movemends where they stood/sat (typically with hands or feet),
typically out of impatience or restlessness

Theme

Definition

Sighing

Expresser was sighing

Complaining

Expresser complained about boredom or cause of boredom

Distracting Self With Technology
Other Leisure Activities
Reduced Productivity

Expresser was distracting him/herself by watching videos, using their phone, or playing around on
the computer
Expresser was distracting him/herself through other leisure activities, such as reading a book,
goofing around, etc.
Boredom was inferred from a lack of (or reduction in) productivity, such as by working slowly or
making more mistakes
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Avoiding Tasks

Expresser was avoiding certain types of tasks or not doing work at all

Seeking Extra Tasks

Expresser was finding (or tried to find) extra things to do to keep busy

Seeking More Complex Work

Expresser was finding (or tried to find) new work that was more complex work or challenging

Frequent

Expresser shows boredom frequently over time

Unclear

Unclear how boredom was expressed in the situation

Asked to Leave

Expresser asked to leave the situation, such as requesting to go home.

Expresser Characteristics

Any characteristics about the expresser, as a person/employee, including their relationship to the
participant

Similar Level

Expresser was participant's coworker (similar job level)

Subordinate

Expresser was participant's subordinate

Lower level

Expresser had a lower job level than the participant (even if not a subordinate)

Manager

Expresser was participant's manager

Higher level

Expresser had a higher job level than the participant (even if not a manager)

Younger

Expresser was younger, relative to the participant

Older

Expresser was older, relative to the participant

Theme

Definition

Similar Age

Expresser is similar in age to the participant

Male

Expresser is male

Female

Expresser is female

Low Competence

Expresser is generally perceived as not being competent at their job or unqualified.

High Competence

Expresser is generally perceived as competent at their job or qualified.

High Self-Regard

Expresser was perceived as having high self-regard or high opinion of self

Extravert
Introvert
Conscientious
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Expresser is described as an extravert. Examples include being sociable, talkative, jovial, energetic,
or outgoing.
Expresser described as an introvert. Examples include being non-social, withdrawn, shy, quiet, or
reserved.
Expresser was described as conscientious. Examples include being dependable, achievementoriented, hard-working, or diligent.

Mental/Cognitive Disorder

Expresser has a mental or cognitive impairment (e.g., ADHD, brain damage)

Personal Issues

Expresser has some type of personal issue outside of work, such as family problems, a troubled
background, etc.

Health Issues

Expresser has some sort of physical or general health problem. DO NOT include mental health here

Newer Employee

Expresser was a newer employee in the organization

Respected

Expresser was respected by others on the job.

Paid More

Expresser has higher pay than participant

Friendly

At the time boredom was expressed, participant was friendly with the expresser

Not friendly

At the time boredom was expressed, participant was not friendly with the expresser

No Relationship

Participant either has no relationship to the expresser, or they are neither friendly nor unfriendly

Trust

At the time boredom was expressed, participant trusted the expresser to do their job
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Theme

Definition

No Trust

At the time boredom was expressed, participant did not trust the expresser to do their job

Uncharacteristic

Expression was described as being uncharacteristic of the expresser

Situation Characteristics

Any characteristics about the situation, including the job

Uncommon

Situation that participant described is uncommon or infrequent for that job/company/role

Common

Situation that participant described is common for that job/company

Inappropriate to Others

Participant recognizes that other people at work might find the expression inappropriate, but
personally does not feel that the expression is inappropriate

Others Were Bored

Other people in the situation were also bored, such as the participant or other coworkers

Other Work To Do

Expresser still has other work they could be doing

Important for Role

Expresser's current task was a central part of their role or job description

Learning opportunity

Boredom-eliciting situation involved an opportunity for the expresser to learn about the job

Important for Company

Cause of boredom was something valuable or important for the organization

Important for expresser career

Work was important for the expresser's career

Joint Task

Expresser and participant were completing the work together

Others Complained

Other people complained about the expresser

Task Variety
Familiar with Situation

The expresser's job was described as involving a variety of different types of tasks (i.e., not all the
same types of work)
Participant has experienced a similar situation in the past, or has a good understanding of the
situation that caused the expresser's boredom

Observer Characteristics

Any characteristics provided about the participant

Role

Participant's work role (e.g., position or job title). Type out your response here

Theme
High Level

Definition
Participant is at a high organizational level (in general, not relative to the expresser). Base this on
the information provided by the participant regarding the organization and their role. If it is vague,
leave blank.
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Cause of Boredom

Information about what caused the other person to feel bored and/or express boredom

Low organizational value

Work was not important for organizational success

Low Personal Relevance

Task or situation had low direct relevance to the expresser

Lack of Interesting Work

Expresser lacked tasks that they perceived as interesting

Clerical/Administrative Work

Expresser was bored by clerical work (e.g., data entry, record keeping)

Low Workload

Expresser had a period with no work or where the rate of work slowed down

Repetitive Work

Expresser's work was highly repetitive or monotonous.

Easy/Simple Work

Expresser's work was very simple, easy, or unchallenging for them

Detail-Heavy Task

Expresser's task required a lot of detail-orientation

Work Overload

Expresser had too much work or a high workload

Low Social Contact

Expresser is bored because there is no one to satisfactorily interact with

Want New Work

Expresser wants to do a new type of work altogether

Overqualified

Expresser was overqualified for the role or their current work

Unknown

Participant did not know what caused the expresser to feel bored

End Result
No intervention
Favorable for Expresser

The end result of the situation (i.e., whether/how the situation was resolved, what ultimately
happened to the bored individual and/or participant at the conclusion of the situation)
No one reacted and did anything toward the expresser being bored (not the participant, nor anyone
else)
End result was ultimately favorable for the expresser, such that the expresser was either rewarded or
their boring situation was noticeably improved. For example, the expresser was ultimately given a
job or promoted, was helped out by coworkers, or was given new/better work to do.

Theme
Unfavorable for Expresser

Definition
End result was ultimately unfavorable for the expresser, such that the expresser was either punished
or their boring situation noticeably declined. For example, the expresser was fired, sent home,
reprimanded by their supervisor, or taken off of a project.
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Work Became Busier

Work naturally became busier (without intervention from participant or others)

Expresser Completed Work

Expresser eventually completed their work

Expresser Accepted Situation

The expresser ultimately accepted the boring situation and dealt with it

Boredom Persisted

Boredom did not subside

Expresser Apologized

Expresser apologized for expressing boredom.

Expresser Showed Gratitude

Expresser showed gratitude as a result of how the situation was handled

Expresser Was Reprimanded

Someone else ultimately reprimanded the expresser

Expresser Turnover

Expresser eventually left the job or was fired.

Given Help

Someone else eventually helped the expresser alleviate their boredom

Given More Work

Someone else eventually intervened to give the expresser more work to do

Improved Mental Health

Participant ultimately contributed to improving the expresser's mental health

Improved Efficiency

Boring activities were ultimately made more efficient or easier to accomplish

Increased Productivity

Productivity ultimately increased, either for the expresser or for the broader unit

APPENDIX D
Study 2 Vignette, Manipulations, & Manipulation Checks
INTRO & COVER STORY
Thank you for participating in our study! We are interested in studying factors related to managerial
behavior in the workplace.
In this study, you will complete a management simulation similar to those used by various large-scale
organizations for developing their management teams.
At the end of the simulation, we will evaluate how effective your behavior was for maximizing team
performance and client satisfaction metrics.

VIGNETTE26
Please imagine yourself in the following situation as vividly as possible.
---Page break--You work as a middle-level manager in the Supplies department at PURULENC, one of the largest retail
suppliers in the United States, where you manage a team of four (4) employees.
Your department handles all types of client requests, and so your team often receives a wide variety of
assignments.
---Page break--Your team was recently tasked with creating an inventory portfolio for a longstanding client, called
AESTHETACT.
The portfolio should take the entire business week to complete.
---Page break--Your team member Jesse has enough available hours this week to create the portfolio, whereas your
remaining team members are all relatively busy with other projects.
Jesse was hired onto your team a few months ago. While Jesse has not worked with this client before,
Jesse has created portfolios for other clients in the past.
---Page break--PRACTICE ITEM
You must now allocate the task to one of your team members: Sam, Jesse, Riley, or Alex

26

The company names in the vignette, “PURULENC” and “AESTHETACT”, were created using the Namelix
business name generator (https://namelix.com/). For PURULENC, “Management” was specified as the branding
term, the name length was specified to be between 6-12 characters, and “Misspellings” as the name style. For
AESTHETACT, “Fashion” was specified as the branding term, the name length was specified to be between 6-12
characters, and “Compound Word” as the name style.
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Jesse currently has better availability to work on the task than the other team members, so please assign
the task to Jesse.
-

Assign to Sam: “Sam, I would like for you to create this client portfolio.”
Assign to Jesse: “Jesse, I would like for you to create this client portfolio.”
Assign to Riley: “Riley, I would like for you to create this client portfolio.”
Assign to Alex: “Alex, I would like for you to create this client portfolio.”
[Participants must select Jesse in order to move on in the scenario]
---Page break---

TASK BELIEFS MANIPULATION
Boring Beliefs
You and many other employees at the company know that AESTHETACT always requests portfolios that
are really dull to work on.
After reviewing the request form, this portfolio request appears very similar to past requests from
AESTHETACT. Therefore, you know that this portfolio should be pretty dull and boring to create.
Interesting Beliefs
You and many other employees at the company know that AESTHETACT always requests portfolios that
are really enjoyable to work on.
After reviewing the request form, this portfolio request appears very similar to past requests from
AESTHETACT. Therefore, you know that this portfolio should be pretty interesting and enjoyable to
create.
Control Beliefs
You and many other employees at the company can never predict what types of portfolios AESTHETACT
will request. Sometimes their portfolios are enjoyable to work on, whereas other times their portfolios are
dull to work on.
After reviewing the request form, you still cannot tell what it will be like to complete this portfolio
request. Therefore, you do not know how interesting or boring this portfolio should be to create.
---Page break--EMOTION EXPRESSION MANIPULATION
You walked past Jesse’s workstation later that day and saw that Jesse was designing the new portfolio.
[Control: Jesse’s back was facing you, so you could not tell how Jesse felt while performing the task.]
[Enthusiasm: You also noticed that Jesse really appeared to be enjoying the task.]
[Boredom: You also noticed that Jesse really appeared to be bored by the task.]
---Page break---
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MANIPULATION CHECK QUESTIONS
Please answer the following questions about the situation described thus far in the simulation, based on
the information provided.27
‐
‐

[Belief check] From past experience, how interesting or boring is it typically to create this
client’s portfolios? [1 = Extremely boring, 7 = Extremely interesting]
[Expression check] Which of the following best describes what type of emotion Jesse expressed
while creating the portfolio? [bored, enthusiastic, angry, you could not tell how Jesse felt]
---Page break---

[Additional expression checks. Anchors: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree]
To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?
‐
‐
‐

Jesse expressed boredom in the scenario.
Jesse expressed enthusiasm in the scenario.
It was unclear how Jesse felt in the scenario.

EMOTIONS ATTRIBUTED TO THE EXPRESSER (PILOT STUDY 2.1 ONLY)
Boredom (Van Tilburg & Igou, 2018, adapted)
Jesse…
1. feels bored at the moment.
2. Personally believes the task is boring.
3. experiences boredom during the task.
Anchors: 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree

Anger (Fredrickson et al., 2003)
Jesse feels…
1. Angry
2. Irritated
3. Annoyed
Anchors: 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree

Sadness (Wong & Tong, 2012)
Jesse feels…
1. Sad
2. Miserable
27

Both questions below were used for data cleaning purposes.

143

3. Downhearted
Anchors: 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree

Enthusiasm (J. Lee & Choi, 2018)
Jesse feels…
1. Passionate
2. Eager
3. Pleased
Anchors: 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree
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APPENDIX E
Study 2 Main Study Measures
Take a moment to think about the situation thus far. On the next several pages, we will ask you about
your thoughts and reactions to the situation thus far.
EMOTION MEASURES28
How do you feel as a manager at this point in the situation? There are no right or wrong answers, so
please respond honestly.
Anger (Fredrickson et al., 2003)
I feel…
4. Angry
5. Irritated
6. Annoyed
Anchors: 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree
Guilt (adapted from Grant & Wrzesniewski, 2010)
I feel…
1. Guilty
2. That I let other people down
3. That I disappointed others
4. That I did not live up to others’ standards
Anchors: 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree
Pride (Williams & DeSteno, 2008, Study 2)
I feel…
1.
2.
3.
4.

Satisfied
Fulfilled
Confident
Proud

Anchors: 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree
Pity (Cuddy et al., 2007)
I feel…
1. Pity
2. Sympathy
Anchors: 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree
INFERENCE MEASURES
As Jesse’s manager, to what extent do the following statements reflect your thoughts about Jesse at this
point in the situation? There are no right or wrong answers, so please respond honestly.
28

The order of the emotion and inference questionnaire blocks was counterbalanced, as was the order of all
measures within each block.
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Desired Meaningfulness (Van Tilburg et al., 2018)
I think Jesse…
1. Would like to do something more meaningful than the current task.
2. Would like to do something more purposeful than the current task.
3. Would like to do something of greater significance than the current task.
4. Would like to do something that makes more sense than the current task.
5. Would like to do something that is more valuable than the current task.
Anchors: 1 = Not at all, 7 = Very much
Job Apathy (Schmidt et al., 2017)
From what you witnessed in the scenario, to what extent would you agree or disagree with the following
statements about Jesse?
1. If Jesse is missing something needed to complete their work, Jesse gives up looking for it quite
easily.
2. As long as Jesse finishes what is assigned, Jesse usually does not work harder than necessary.
3. Producing work of average quality is good enough for Jesse.
4. Whenever new tasks present themselves, Jesse lets others take them on.
5. Jesse refrains from volunteering to take on assignments.
Anchors: 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree.
Intrinsic Motivation (Ryan & Connell, 1989)
How do you think Jesse feels about working on the client portfolio?
1. I think Jesse enjoys the work itself.
2. I think Jesse finds the work fun.
3. I think Jesse finds the work engaging.
4. I think Jesse enjoys the work.
Anchors: 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree.
EPILOGUE
The next part of the simulation builds on the scenario you read earlier. Please proceed to the next page to
continue.
---Page break--You head into the office at the start of the next work week. All four of your team members now have more
availability to take on more work in addition to their day-to-day tasks.
You put together a “To Do” list of tasks that must be done this week, and you must now decide which of
your team members should complete each task.
---Page break--Jesse’s office is located closest to you, so you head over to assign tasks to Jesse first. Please look over
your To Do list and select which tasks to assign to Jesse.
Remember, anything that is not assigned to Jesse can still be done by one of the other three team
members.
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---Page break--Please review the six tasks below. You can assign as many of these tasks to Jesse as you prefer. On the
next page you will select which tasks to assign to Jesse. [presentation order randomized]
- “Coaching and Teamwork”: Your workload has spiked lately, so you are considering bringing a
member of your team onto one of your major projects. Your team members rarely have the opportunity to
work directly with you, so this would be a great opportunity for Jesse to learn and receive personal
coaching from you.
- “Brainstorming and Networking”: You were asked to send one of your team members to a
brainstorming call for the company’s next product lineup. Several senior managers will be on the call,
making this a great opportunity for Jesse to network with some of the big names in the company.
- “Analytics Task Force”: The company wants to create a task force to help create a brand-new analytics
department. You know that Jesse completed a minor in statistics during college, so this opportunity could
be particularly interesting to Jesse.
- “Printing for Career Fair”: Your team has a booth at a large university career fair that takes place
tomorrow. The office secretary is on vacation this week, so one of your team members will need to spend
time printing hundreds of flyers, brochures, and other handouts. The printer has also been having issues
lately, so this task would probably take Jesse several hours to complete.
- “Typing Up Surveys”: Your team currently has a pile of client satisfaction surveys that need to be
manually typed into the computer. The work needs to be completed soon, but you also know that this type
of work is way below Jesse’s qualification level.
- “Restocking the Office”: The secretary is away on vacation this week, but your team is running low on
office supplies. One of your team members will need to spend a significant portion of the day taking
inventory, buying supplies for the office, and restocking everything. This task would normally be an
unreasonable request for Jesse, but it is urgent.
---Page break---

INDIVIDUALIZED CONSIDERATION & PUNISHMENT – TASK ASSIGNMENTS
You now have the option of assigning any of these tasks to Jesse. You may assign as many or as few tasks
as you prefer. You can also choose not to assign any of these tasks to Jesse by selecting the last option
below.
Any tasks that are not assigned can be completed by a different team member.
[The same six tasks above are presented again in a randomized order, plus the last option below]
- Assign none of these to Jesse: You will have your other team members handle these tasks.
---Page break---

INDIVIDUALIZED CONSIDERATION & PUNISHMENT – DESIRE TO ASSIGN TASKS
To what extent did you want to assign each of the tasks below to Jesse (regardless of whether you
actually assigned it?
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[The same six tasks above are presented again in a randomized order]
Anchors: 1 = Not at all, 5 = Very much so

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCE MEASURES (RANDOMIZED)
Achievement Striving (Costa & McCrae, 1992)
On the next page, we will ask you to complete a self-reflection questionnaire.
Please indicate the degree to which the following items apply to you in general. None of these
statements are related to the scenario you read earlier.
---Page break--Please indicate the degree to which the following items apply to you in general. Please respond to the
questions honestly, so that we can provide you with accurate feedback.
1. I go straight for the goal.
2. I work hard.
3. I turn plans into actions.
4. I plunge into tasks with all my heart.
5. I do more than what’s expected of me.
6. I set high standards for myself and others.
7. I demand quality.
8. I am not highly motivated to succeed. (R)
9. I do just enough work to get by. (R)
10. I put little time and effort into my work. (R)
Anchors: 1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree. (R) = reverse-scored
Leader Attributional Style (Martinko et al., 2007)
Imagine now that you are managing an entirely different team of employees.
Please read the situations below and indicate the extent to which you think each of these situations would
be due to:
(a) the employee in the situation, versus…
(b) other people or factors beyond the employee.
There are no right or wrong answers, so please answer with what you personally would think.
1. An employee that you manage receives a poor performance evaluation.
2. An employee that you manage fails to receive a promotion that was desired for a long time.
3. An employee that you manage receives almost no raise compared to others in your department.
4. Your company is downsizing and an employee that you manage is laid off.
5. You learn that a suggestion to improve work efficiently by a worker that you manage has been
rejected by the quality control committee.
6. You have an employee that is being paid considerably less than other employees holding similar
positions.
7. You have an employee who failed to achieve the majority of the required quarterly goals.
8. An employee that you manage gets into a fist fight with one of the other employees.
9. A customer calls and complains about the poor service received from one of your employees.
Anchors: 1 = Completely due to other people or circumstances, 7 = Completely due to the employee
DEMOGRAPHICS
You are almost done! Please complete the following questions about yourself.
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What is your age (in years)? ____________________
What is your gender?
‐ Male
‐ Female
‐ Other (please specify) _____________
‐ Prefer not to answer
What is your ethnic background (select all that apply)?
‐ Asian
‐ Black/African American
‐ Hispanic/Latino
‐ Pacific Islander
‐ White/Caucasian
‐ Other ____________
What is your level of understanding English?
‐ English is my first language and I am fluent in it – I understand everything that I read.
‐ English is not my first language but I am fluent in it – I understand everything that I read.
‐ English is not my first language but I understand most of the things I read.
‐ English is not my first language and my understanding of English is not very good – there are
many words that I do not understand or know.
How long have you lived in the US?
‐ Since birth
‐ Less than a year
‐ Between 1 and 2 years
‐ Between 2 and 3 years
‐ Between 3 and 4 years
‐ Between 4 and 5 years
‐ Between 5 and 6 years
‐ Between 6 and 7 years
‐ Between 7 and 8 years
‐ Between 8 and 9 years
‐ Between 9 and 10 years
‐ More than 10 years
(If “since birth” is not selected above) What is your country of birth? ______________
On average, how many HITs do you complete in a week (please enter a number)? _______
How long have you been an MTurk worker (in months)? _______
What is your current employment status?
‐ Full-time
‐ Part-time
‐ Unemployed
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Not including your work on MTurk, how many years have you worked in your current job (please enter
numbers only)? _________
What industry do you currently work in? ____________
What is your current job title? ______________
Have you worked as a manager before? (Yes/No)
CARELESS RESPONDING QUESTIONS (Meade & Craig, 2012)
It is vital to our study that we only include responses from people that devoted their full attention to this
study. Otherwise, years of effort (the researchers’ and the time of other participants) could be wasted.
You will receive payment for this study no matter what, however, please tell us how much effort you put
forth towards this study.
I put forth _____ effort towards this study. (Anchors: 1 = Almost no, 5 = A lot of)
Also, often there are several distractions present during studies (other people, TV, music, etc.). Please
indicate how much attention you paid to this study. Again, you will receive credit no matter what. We
appreciate your honesty.
I gave this study _____ attention. (Anchors: 1 = Almost no, 5 = A lot of)
In your honest opinion, should we use your data in our analyses in this study? (Yes/No)
SUSPICION CHECKS & OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS
Finally, we would like to ask you two questions regarding your thoughts about the study.
What do you think was the goal of the study? [open-ended]
Do you have any other thoughts or comments about the study that you would like to share? [open-ended]
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APPENDIX F
Study 2 Exploratory Measures & Analyses
Exploratory Measures
Observer’s emotions. I measured pity and pride for exploratory purposes. Managers
might pity bored individuals if they do not feel responsible for causing their boredom (Florian et
al., 1999). Additionally, managers might feel proud employees who express enthusiasm, as this
may reflect success on the manager’s part. I measured pity using two items from Cuddy et al.
(2007; items: "pity," "sympathy"; α = .88), and pride using four items from Williams and
DeSteno (2008, Study 2; sample item: "I feel fulfilled"; α = .94). I randomized the order of all
emotion measures.
Inferences about the Expresser. For exploratory purposes, I also measured participants’
perceptions of the expresser’s intrinsic motivation and the expresser’s desire for meaningful
activity (i.e., the belief that the expresser wants to do something more meaningful than what they
are currently doing). Previous research suggests that intrinsic motivation is negatively related to
boredom (Van Hooff & van Hooft, 2017), and that the desire for meaningful activity plays a
central role in influencing the behavior of bored individuals (Elpidorou, 2018; van Tilburg &
Igou, 2019). I thus investigated whether expressions of boredom influence perceptions of these
two states. I measured perceptions of the expresser’s intrinsic motivation using four items
adapted from Ryan and Connell (1989; sample item: “I think Jesse enjoys the work”; α =.95) and
I measured perceptions of the expresser’s desire for meaningful activity using five items from
van Tilburg et al. (2018; sample item: "I think Jesse would like to do something more
meaningful than the current task"; α = .96). I randomized the order of all the inference measures.
Individual differences. For exploratory purposes, I measured participants’ achievement
orientations (i.e., the tendency to value and pursue success in work; Hough, 1992), given that

151

observers with higher levels of achievement orientation might place more value on ensuring that
employees are motivated at work. I also examined participants’ leader attributional styles (i.e.,
the tendency to make internal versus external attributions across various leadership contexts;
Martinko et al., 2007) to explore whether internal and external attributions influence reactions to
boredom expressions.
I measured achievement striving with ten items by Costa and McCrae (1992; sample
item: "I demand quality"; α = .79), and leader attributional style using nine items by Martinko et
al. (2007). In the leader attributional style measure, participants imagined managing a new team,
and indicated the extent to which they would attribute various situations to the employee in the
situation or to other people or circumstances beyond the employee (sample item: “An employee
that you manage receives a poor performance evaluation”; 1 = Completely due to other people or
circumstances, 7 = Completely due to the employee; α = .64). Higher scores represented stronger
internal attributional styles, and lower scores represented stronger external attributional styles. I
randomized the presentation order of the individual difference measures.29
Exploratory Results30
Affective Reactions
Exploratory analyses: Pride. The emotion expression manipulation significantly
affected feelings of pride, F(2, 197) = 18.73, p < .001, ηP2 = .160. Pride significantly differed
between all emotion expression conditions (ps ≤ .049). Participants felt the most pride when the
subordinate expressed enthusiasm (M = 5.89), and the least pride when the subordinate expressed
boredom (M = 4.67), whereas the control expression condition fell in the middle (M = 5.09).

29

I originally planned to administer a dispositional empathy measure by Davis (1980), but scores on the measure
were significantly affected by the experimental manipulations in Pilot Study 2.1. The measure was thus dropped.
30
Several significant interaction effects were found with the individual differences variables, but are not discussed
for brevity. Instead, I focus here on the exploratory affective and cognitive reaction variables.
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Expressions of enthusiasm may signal that the subordinate is enjoying the task, which could
reflect favorably on the participant (i.e., the manager), thus evoking pride. Conversely,
expressions of boredom could signal dissatisfaction, which could reduce pride by reflecting
negatively on the participant.
The task beliefs manipulation also significantly affected pride, F(2, 197) = 7.69, p = .001,
ηP2 = .072. Pride significantly differed between all task beliefs conditions (ps ≤ .048).
Participants felt the most pride when they believed the task was interesting (M = 5.63), and the
least pride when they believed the task was boring (M = 4.79), whereas the control beliefs
condition fell in the middle (M = 5.23). By assigning a perceivably interesting task to the
subordinate, participants may perceive themselves as doing something nice or helpful, which
could elicit pride. Conversely, assigning a boring task could be perceived as doing something
harmful or unpleasant, which could have reduced feelings of pride. Lastly, the manipulations did
not significantly interact to affect pride, F(4, 197) = 0.83, p = .505, ηP2 = .017.
Exploratory analyses: Pity. The emotion expression manipulation significantly affected
pity, F(2, 197) = 8.18, p < .001, ηP2 = .077. Participants felt significantly more pity following
expressions of boredom (M = 4.74) than expressions of enthusiasm (M = 3.56, p < .001) or when
they were unsure how the expresser felt (M = 3.83, p = .004). The latter two conditions did not
significantly differ. This finding suggests that the expression of boredom may signal that the
expresser is in a state of discomfort (Gilliam, 2013), which can evoke pity toward the expresser.
The task beliefs manipulation did not significantly affect pity, F(2, 197) = 2.89, p = .058, ηP2 =
.029, nor did the interaction between the manipulations, F(4, 197) = 2.04, p = .091, ηP2 = .040.
Cognitive Reactions
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Exploratory analysis: Inferences about the expresser’s desire for meaningful
activity. Inferences about the expresser’s desire for meaningful activity were significantly
affected by the emotion expression manipulation, F(2, 197) = 13.33, p < .001, ηP2 = .118, but not
by the task beliefs manipulation, F(2, 197) = 1.39, p = .251, ηP2 = .014, nor their interaction, F(4,
197) = 1.61, p = .174, ηP2 = .032. Participants more strongly perceived the expresser as wanting
more meaningful activity when they expressed boredom (M = 5.56), relative to enthusiasm (M =
4.29, p < .001) or no emotion (M = 4.58, p < .001). This finding supports a functional view of
boredom expression as signaling a desire for meaningful stimulation (van Tilburg & Igou, 2019).
Exploratory analysis: Inferences about the expresser’s intrinsic motivation. Both
manipulations and their interaction significantly affected inferences about the expresser’s
intrinsic motivation levels. Regarding emotion expression, F(2, 197) = 52.16, p < .001, ηP2 =
.346, inferences of intrinsic motivation significantly differed across all conditions (ps < .001).
Participants perceived subordinates as more motivated when they expressed enthusiasm, (M =
6.01), and less motivated when they expressed boredom (M = 3.87), whereas the control
expression condition fell in the middle (M = 4.66).
Regarding task beliefs, F(2, 197) = 22.75, p < .001, ηP2 = .188, participants inferred that
the expresser was more motivated when they believed the task was interesting (M = 5.61), and
less motivated when they believed the task was boring (M = 4.13), whereas the control beliefs
condition fell in the middle (M = 4.79; all conditions differed at p ≤ .002). Thus, people may rely
on their knowledge about tasks to draw inferences about employees’ motivational states.
Lastly, when exploring the interaction effect, F(4, 197) = 4.66, p = .001, ηP2 = .086, a
particularly striking pattern was found (see Figure 5). In the control expression condition, in
which the expresser’s emotional state was unclear, participants relied more heavily on their
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beliefs about the task to make inferences about the expresser’s intrinsic motivation. Among these
participants, those who believed the task was boring also believed the expresser was less
motivated, relative to those who believed the task was interesting or were unsure of what to
believe about the task. However, the enthusiasm expression condition seemed to completely
override any effects of task beliefs, in that the expresser was perceived as having relatively high
levels of intrinsic motivation, regardless of task beliefs. Lastly, in the boredom expression
condition, the expresser was perceived as having relatively low levels of intrinsic motivation,
except for when participants believed the task was interesting. This finding suggests that people
may rely upon both the emotion expression and one’s beliefs about the task to make inferences
about people’s motivational states at work, and each information source may outweigh the other
under different circumstances.
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